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STUDENT CONDUCT PRACTICES EFFECT ON STUDENT LEARNING IN CHRISTIAN
HIGHER EDUCATION
ABSTRACT
Student development professionals seek to address student behavior in a manner that facilitates
whole student development and whole community development. Traditional student conduct
models focus on addressing the behavior of the offending student through punitive sanctions.
Restorative justice focuses on repairing the harm caused to the community and how the offender
can restore trust. This study asks the question what student conduct practice produces greater
student development outcomes at a Christian institute of higher education. This study used static
group comparison to identify if there are statistically significant differences in student
development outcomes generated by student conduct practices at a Christian institution of higher
education. The results showed that there was a statistically significant difference between
restorative justice processes and traditional student conduct processes in just community/selfauthorship, active accountability, interpersonal competence, social ties to the institution and
closure. However, there was no statistically significant difference between restorative justice
processes and traditional student conduct processes in procedural fairness. This study discusses
practical implications, limitations and future research opportunities.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Introduction
The profession of student development in higher education has evolved considerably
since the establishment of the first university in the United States of America. Early student
development was a duty fulfilled by faculty or staff being involved in every aspect of students’
lives including patrolling or inspecting residence halls (Dannells, 1997). Current student
development positions require professional degrees (Council for Christian Colleges and
Universities, 2013). Student development can encompass every program that a college or
university runs outside of the classroom (Komives & Woodward, 1996). Student development is
a holistic process that involves all aspects of whole person development such as emotional,
social, spiritual, physical and intellectual development (Evans, Forney & Guido-DiBrito, 1998).
From early on in higher education students have been living in community with one
another (Taub, 1998). Regardless of institutional differences, all must, sooner or later, address
the needs of a harmed community. It is inevitable for some students to violate the code of
conduct. When this happens a just system of handling conduct violations must be in place.
One of the most crucial responsibilities of student development professionals is to
address student misconduct from a developmental standpoint (Dannels, 1997). Student
development professionals embrace their role of promoting the mission of the institution
(Komives & Woodward, 1996). When student behavior impacts the community in a way that
clearly contradicts the mission of the institution of higher education it is student conduct
professionals who are often the first contact from the university. King (2012) summarized the
purpose of student conduct processes succinctly when stating that the primary concern is campus
safety but also to facilitate the institution’s educational mission.
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Traditional codes of conduct operate upon the paradigm that action equals consequence.
Even within this paradigm consequences are not necessarily meant to be punitive but also
educational or developmental (Dannels, 1997). Institutions employing a traditional code of
conduct are generally staffed by practitioners dedicated to student development. The code of
conduct depicts the standards that the college or university expects from its students. Codes of
conduct are diverse, as there are many different universities with diverse missions. As diverse as
the codes of conduct are, the traditional model of action and consequence is moderately
consistent in its application. Traditional student conduct processes do not generally allow for
subjective interpretation of the college or university standards.
Christian colleges and universities have adopted codes of conduct very similar to the
codes of conduct of secular universities at the time of their founding (Chapman, 2007). While
many secular colleges and universities no longer hold so tightly to biblical principles, many
Christian colleges and universities allow little departure from their faith-based roots. Even
though codes of conduct are in place at Christian colleges and universities, research available on
the outcomes is sparse (Dannels, 1997).
There are currently 116 Christian colleges and universities holding membership with the
Coalition for Christian Colleges and Universities (CCCU). The CCCU is the largest Christian
College organization spanning both the United States and Canada. There are even more
Christian colleges and universities that exist but do not subscribe to the CCCU for membership.
Many Christian colleges and universities are relatively small in comparison to non-faith-based
institutions and so often have a lack of resources that could be allocated to research. In an article
by Vander Schee (2008) the concept of church-related colleges experiencing shortage of
resources was discussed. Without research there is no means to determine accurately if student
12

development has been achieved. With the glaring absence of research at Christian colleges and
universities it is imperative that further research be conducted.
There are primarily two paradigms of student conduct practices in use in American
higher education: traditional student conduct practices and restorative justice practices. In 2006,
Karp and Conrad (2006) wrote that only a handful of colleges and universities were using
restorative justice to address campus disciplinary issues. However, Lowery and Dannells (2004)
wrote that many institutions are ready to embrace a restorative justice approach to student
discipline. Restorative justice focuses on student misconduct as harm being caused to the
university community. While traditional student conduct practices focus on sanctioning the
offender, restorative justice focuses on each stakeholder involved. Restorative justice allows the
student development practitioner to take on a more holistic view of student misconduct. Central
to this process is the identification of harms, an opportunity for the offender to face and
apologize to the affected parties, and an opportunity to correct the harm that was caused by the
offender (Zehr, 2002).
A student development professional focuses on the premise that education does not only
take place within four walls accompanied by a white board and a podium. This is not to say that
curricular professors do not also share an intense interest in whole student development.
However, it is to say that while professors must focus on their academic discipline and devote
much time to meeting curriculum requirements, student development professionals can devote all
temporal/financial/staff resources to a broader spectrum of student development. For a student
development professional every square inch of the campus can facilitate holistic learning. For
this holistic learning to occur learning outcomes must be considered, programming must be
executed properly, and assessment must be conducted.
13

Background
A search of the Google Scholar (2013a) database for publications on restorative justice
yields 30,600 results. When research becomes more focused on the domain of higher education
the returns are cut down to 2,500 hits (Google Scholar, 2013b). When the research becomes
even more focused, zeroing in on restorative justice in Christian higher education the research
the yields indicate 19 hits (Google Scholar, 2013c). Becoming more specific in a search for
restorative justice articles, a query to the Education Resources Information Center (ERIC)
revealed only 91 results (ERIC, 2013). Faith-based colleges and universities do use restorative
language and they do employ restorative sanctions. Faith-based institutions often have
restorative concepts built into their disciplinary system as a reflection of their religious
convictions. An investigation into a wide variety of Christian colleges and universities reveals
that there is limited scholarly research into student development outcomes stemming from
student conduct practices. With the aforementioned lack of published articles of restorative
justice in Christian higher education the need for this study is even more pronounced.
In order to establish the theoretical framework for this study a general understanding
must be provided for the importance of student development in student conduct administration.
Student conduct administration can be found under various names at various institutions often
depending on the size of the institution. From practical experience this researcher has learned
that the greater the size of the institution, the more specialized the offices within the department
of student affairs become. Regardless of models of organizational leadership in student affairs
each college and university are governed by a model code. The terms model code and code of
conduct can be used interchangeably. Each university often has its own terminology in reference
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to model code. Some universities use a name for their code of conduct that is distinctive to the
university.
Messiah College (2013) developed a pledge its students are required to sign called a
Community Covenant. Liberty University (2013) named its code of conduct the Liberty Way.
Other colleges use terms more generic in nature such as code of conduct, or moral code. The
model code provides behavioral standards for college and university students. Model codes in
higher education are as diverse as the terminology used to explain them. In Christian higher
education the model code is based on a worldview that reflects the institution’s particular
religious convictions. For most Christian institutions the Bible has been used as a general
standard for the model code. For non-faith-based universities, their model codes often bear
vague resemblance to the more rigid model codes of faith-based universities. A possible reason
for non-faith based college moral codes being similar to faith-based college moral codes is
because many of the nation’s original colonial colleges fulfilled the purpose of training clergy
(Henck, 2011; Komives & Woodard, 1996). These colonial colleges were the template from
which many post-colonial colleges shaped their institutions.
Traditional student conduct processes focus on the institution’s ability to regulate student
behavior based upon the use of punitive sanctions. In recent years student conduct
administrators have tried to “soften” the appearance of their code of conduct with restorative
language. It is quickly becoming apparent that if restorative language is to be used in student
conduct processes then a movement away from the traditional model code may be necessary.
In the work edited by Karp and Allena (2004) it was written that, “the primary weakness
resulting from these overly legalistic student judicial affairs systems is the creation of an
increasingly adversarial environment” (p. 17).
15

Current forms of student conduct administration deal primarily with offenders, leaving
the victims disconnected from the process. Leaving the victim out of the process leaves him/her
with unresolved relational issues in the community. Restorative justice is more victim-based
than offender-based even to the extent of viewing the offenders as victims of their own poor
choices (Karp & Allena, 2004). Karp and Allena (2004) provided a description of the
effectiveness of restorative justice on the college campus. Their work devotes whole chapters to
the variety of disciplinary models present in the field today. In this dissertation each model was
examined as part of the literature review.
Forming the conceptual theoretical framework of this project includes an examination of
literature focusing on student development theory and how it applies to the student conduct
process. The theoretical framework benefits from the exploration of Astin’s theory of
involvement and also Arthur W. Chickering’s seven vectors of student development (Astin,
1999; Komives & Woodard, 1996). This study focuses on student development outcomes in the
context of Christian higher education. Establishing of conceptual framework provides context on
how student development occurs in student conduct practices and how these concepts relate to a
Christian worldview.
Problem Statement
With the absence of research-based publications available there is a considerable need for
study into restorative justice in Christian higher education. Reviewing literature of social
applications of restorative justice provides a foundation for how it evolved into the field of
higher education. Further literature review focuses on the development of restorative justice in
higher education within non-faith-based colleges and universities. It was in non-faith-based
institutions where restorative justice emerged on the scene in higher education.
16

The need for research-based study is vital to further the development of student conduct
as a practice. This truth has been acknowledged by practitioners in restorative justice. In 2006,
Karp and Conrad wrote a work presenting information regarding the restorative justice program
conducted by Skidmore College. In the conclusion of the article Karp and Conrad (2006) wrote,
“While our findings are not comparative, at Skidmore we had seen positive results, widespread
endorsement, and few complaints” (p. 331). The authors were able to expound on results
experienced at their own institution of higher education.
Meagher (2009) wrote a challenging qualitative work on restorative justice as the topic
for his dissertation. At the end of the work Meagher mentioned several thoughts and proposals
for producing more research on restorative justice so that the field might be developed. One of
the ideas that Meagher mentioned for future study is a study into the remorse of participants
involved in restorative justice processes. Meagher stated that participants in his study did not
express remorse for their actions. Considering the role of expressed remorse and its effect on
student development would be an intriguing study. Meagher also discussed the potential for
study into the experience of the harmed parties as many studies on the experience of the offender
already exist (Karp & Sacks, in press; Howell, 2005; Allen, 1994). This work would seek to fill
the void through a quantitative study into student development through student conduct
practices.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this quantitative study is to compare student development outcomes from
restorative justice practices and traditional student conduct practices at a Christian university.
The purpose of this study is not only to further examine the subject of student conduct in higher
education, but to further the examination through limiting the data to a faith-based institution.
17

The data from the faith-based institution at the time of this study utilized a disciplinary model
resembling a hybrid between traditional student conduct methods and restorative justice
methods. This study compares student development outcomes from both traditional and
restorative justice processes for differences of statistical significance. The results of this study
determines, between traditional student conduct practices and restorative justice practices,
whether there is a difference in student development outcomes.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
This study is designed to answer several questions concerning restorative justice in
Christian higher education. The overarching question is whether the restorative justice process is
a viable method for addressing code of conduct violations at a Christian university. Answering
this question requires research that compares restorative justice outcomes with traditional
practice outcomes. The research questions for this study are as follows:
RQ1: Is there a difference in Just Community/Self Authorship between restorative justice and
traditional student conduct processes?
H1: Students who participate in restorative justice practices experience a difference in Just
Community/Self Authorship compared to students who participate in traditional student conduct
processes as indicated by the STudent Accountability and Restorative Research (STARR)
instrument.
RQ2: Is there a difference in Active Accountability between restorative justice and traditional
student conduct processes?
H2: Students who participate in restorative justice practices experience a difference in Active
Accountability compared to students who participate in traditional student conduct processes as
indicated by the STARR instrument.
18

RQ3: Is there a difference in Interpersonal Competence between restorative justice and
traditional student conduct processes?
H3: Students who participate in restorative justice practices experience a difference in
Interpersonal Competence compared to students who participate in traditional student conduct
processes as indicated by the STARR instrument.
RQ4: Is there a difference in Social Ties to the Institution between restorative justice and
traditional student conduct processes?
H4: Students who participate in restorative justice practices experience a difference in Social
Ties to the Institution compared to students who participate in traditional student conduct
processes as indicated by the STARR instrument.
RQ5: Is there a difference in Procedural Fairness between restorative justice and traditional
student conduct processes?
H5: Students who participate in restorative justice practices experience a difference in Procedural
Fairness compared to students who participate in traditional student conduct processes as
indicated by the STARR instrument.
RQ6: Is there a difference in Closure between restorative justice and traditional student conduct
processes?
H6: Students who participate in restorative justice practices experience a difference in Closure
compared to students who participate in traditional student conduct processes as indicated by the
STARR instrument.
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Identification of Variables
Independent Variables
The independent variable of interest in this study is the student conduct process in which
students participate. The independent variable has two levels, whether students participate in
restorative justice or traditional processes. Other independent variables include demographics
such as age, race, ethnicity and class.
Dependent Variables
The dependent variables are the student development outcomes measured by the STARR
instrument utilized for this research project. In the quantitative research instrument there are 22
questions designed to indicate how the participant feels he/she was affected by the disciplinary
process he/she took part in. Alexander Astin (1999) stated that the more physical and
psychological energy a student devotes to his/her college experience the greater the opportunity
for development. A primary focus of this study is the level of involvement a student dedicates to
his/her student conduct experience. These 22 questions engage students to respond and measure
their interaction with the process for specific developmental outcomes.
It is reasonable for one to view a student’s participation in student disciplinary
procedures as a crucial component for student development. Ergo, the more physical and
psychological energy that a student expends through the disciplinary process the greater the
opportunity for student development. The variables can be briefly broken down into the
following terms which have been explored and developed further in the methodology chapter.
Essentially the variables measured were categorized into six measures of student development as
determined by the research team undertaking the STARR project based out of Skidmore College
in New York headed by Dr. David Karp (Karp & Sacks, in press). The six measures are Just
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Community/Self Authorship, Active Accountability, Interpersonal Competence, Social Ties to
the Institution, Procedural Fairness and Closure (Karp & Sacks, in press).
Definitions
Restorative Justice
Defining restorative justice is crucial for comprehension of this work. Tony Marshall
explained restorative justice this way, “Restorative justice is a process whereby all the parties
with a stake in a particular offence come together to resolve collectively how to deal with the
aftermath of the offence and its implications for the future” (as cited in Braithwaite, 2002, p. 11).
Braithwaite (2002) later wrote in the same work his own summation of what restorative justice is
when he states, “So restorative justice is about restoring victims, restoring offenders and
restoring communities” (p. 11). Zehr (2002) described restorative justice by using the following
description:
Restorative justice is a process to involve, to the extent possible, those who have a stake
in a specific offense and to collectively identify and address harms, needs, and
obligations, in order to heal and put things as right as possible. (p. 37)
Traditional
The term “traditional” is used in this work to identify student conduct processes that
focus on the code of conduct at colleges or universities. Howell (2005) summarized the goal of
campus judicial systems as follows, “(a) to promote and protect an academic community where
learning is valued and encouraged, and (b) to promote citizenship education and moral and
ethical development for those who are involved in the judicial process, either by way of violation
or implementation” (p. 374).
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The traditional student conduct process focuses on the education of those involved in the
judicial process. The judicial processes mentioned by Howell are offender based and sanction
driven regardless how focused on moral and ethical development. Karp and Allena (2004)
discussed how restorative justice separates itself from traditional student conduct processes and
describes the traditional student conduct process this way, “Nevertheless, the continuum of
sanctions is still defined by punishment and outcasting, rather than restoration and reintegration”
(p. 9). Dannels (1997) explained student conduct processes as follows, “It has been variously
defined as: the internal control of behavior, or the virtue of self-discipline, the external control of
behavior, or punishment; and the process of reeducation or rehabilitation” (p. 16).
Student Development
If this study is to address student development outcomes in student conduct practices it is
imperative that the term student development be defined. Student development is a holistic
process that involves all aspects of whole person development such as emotional, social,
spiritual, physical and intellectual development (Evans, Forney & Guido-DiBrito, 1998). The
process involves the student’s transition in various areas of human development such as identity
development (Evans et al., 1998).
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
This study was conducted with the full understanding that there exists a significant gap in
literature addressing student conduct processes in Christian institutions of higher education. As
restorative justice ventured into a transition from culture to court room to campus there have
been a wide variety of publications tracking its progress. Even up until the latest research project
conducted by STARR out of Skidmore College under the direction of Karp and Sacks (in press)
there continues to be new literature produced exploring restorative justice in higher education.
Literature to be reviewed includes works in the areas of cultural studies, criminal justice and
higher education in order to provide a theoretical framework. In addition to the broad scope of
restorative justice and its transitions in development, the literature review contains investigation
into foundational writings on student conduct practices relating to restorative justice and
traditional student conduct processes. It is desirable for dissertation literature reviews to avoid
using sources greater than ten years of age. In the case of this study research is so scarce that the
regular cautions need to be relaxed.
Student Conduct in Christian Higher Education
There is a very small quantity of publications focusing on student conduct in Christian
higher education. While Karp and Sacks (in press) reported their findings on the STARR
project, their findings were broad in nature, encompassing eighteen colleges and universities.
These eighteen colleges and universities are extremely diverse in nature, but sixteen of them are
non-faith-based institutions. The purpose of this study is to determine the student development
outcomes of student discipline methods at a distinctly faith-based university.
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Over the years Christian higher education institutions have produced few publications on
student conduct models. In order to contribute scholarly publications there must be empirical
research. If there is no investigation into student conduct practices in Christian higher education
there can be no research-based publications. To research student conduct scientifically, a
comparison study has to occur. In many cases Christian colleges and universities are restricted
from gathering the necessary information to conduct research because they lack the student
population, financial resources or available staff to conduct such a study.
Christian colleges and universities are private institutions that choose to forego the
benefits of government funding in order to retain their faith-based principles. Dougherty and
Andrews (2007) wrote, “Without government funding or large endowments, operating budgets
of these often small organizations depend significantly on students’ tuition dollars” (p. 31). As
a result of being privately funded, Christian colleges and universities report four year tuitions
running close to $120,000 (Chapman, 2007). Despite the high price tag on a private
college/university education there has been an increase in enrollment (Henck, 2011). Even with
this reported growth the fact remains, with tuition dollars going towards maintaining academic
standards there remains little capital for expansion or research in student development.
Christian institutions of higher education endorse codes of conduct largely based upon
principles which originate in the tenets of the Bible. This is not to say that all of the statutes in
the code of conduct of a Christian institution of higher education are biblical in nature. Some
rules in codes of conduct are a matter of university preference or institutional identity. Other
rules at Christian colleges and universities are drawn directly from the Bible. As Christian
colleges and universities are usually private institutions, students who enroll enter a contractual
agreement to abide by stated policies. Stoner and Lowery (2004) wrote, “Accordingly, colleges
24

and universities also desire to use a student discipline process that, itself, will help to educate
students about their responsibilities as members of an academic community and to impose
educational sanctions when student conduct is beyond the limit of the community’s indulgence”
(p. 5). Colleges and universities are obligated to provide potential students opportunity to
understand the code of conduct prior to attendance.
Student affairs practices must always reflect the mission of the institution which it serves
(Komives & Woodward, 1996). Christian colleges and universities attract a particular
demographic of student. Ableman et al. (2007) wrote, “A description of the kinds of educated
humans to be cultivated at a particular institution can be found in the college or university vision
statement” (p. 4). If a college or university puts forth a vision statement with distinctly faithbased terminology it is logical to conclude that students choosing to attend that college or
university may have some desire to be shaped after that vision. Possible exceptions to this would
be students on scholarship simply attending higher education because they are receiving funds.
Bramer (2010) wrote that, “the general concerns of spiritual formation have always been
a part of Christian education-and Christian education has always included and been a means of
spiritual formation” (p. 334). Therefore, students who attend Christian colleges and universities
may have a propensity towards practices that encourage spiritual development. This study does
not examine the effect of student conduct processes on spiritual formation. However, an
explanation is provided in this study as to why the population involved in this study may have
leanings towards processes that contain spiritual concepts such as restoration.
Astin (2011) wrote, “Even a cursory look at American higher education makes it clear
that the relative amount of attention devoted to the exterior and interior aspects of our students’
lives is out of balance” (p. 39). Student conduct processes that utilize intrinsic values like
25

forgiveness and restoration become crucial components within institutional methodology. One
cannot conduct holistic student development in its truest form without addressing both the
external and internal. The internal aspect of student development inherently contains a
component of spiritual formation. This spiritual formation is just as important in student conduct
processes as it is in any student service.
In relation to the spiritual nature of dealing with offenders and victims Zehr (2005) wrote
that from a theological point of view, people are urged to forgive those who commit harm
because that is what God has done for people. Zehr stated that people cannot be free from
animosity unless they follow God’s example of forgiving offenders. A student population
attending a Christian institution would not find this concept foreign when being involved in a
student conduct process. This is why it is vital to mention in the heading of this work that this
study is focusing upon student conduct processes in Christian higher education, because the
population tested may have a greater propensity for spiritual formation than non-faith based
institutions. In this way there is a unique opportunity for this area of research.
Just because a student population at a Christian college or university may have a greater
propensity for interest in spiritual formation, it does not mean that students would have more of
an inclination to restorative justice practices than traditional practices. Even traditional student
conduct practices in Christian higher education can intend for students to experience restoration
to the community. Students at Christian colleges or universities may have a greater chance of
leaning towards spiritual concepts of restoration and forgiveness because of the tenets of their
faith.
Student conduct in the United States as it is known today is a product of the model that
originated in the American higher education movement. After the colonies were settled in the
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early 1600s it was quickly acknowledged that the key to a successful nation would be an
educated populace. The education of young Americans was not only to be academically oriented
but also to focus on the morals and values of Christianity, the prominent faith of that day
(Woodrow, 2006). Colonial colleges were established in the model of Cambridge and Oxford
(Komives & Woodward, 1996). Early student development professionals enacted the concept of
in loco parentis, or in place of parent, when relating to the student population. The majority of
colleges and universities established model codes, or codes of conduct, that were indicative of
the college or university mission (Dannels, 1997; Karp & Allena, 2004).
Woodrow (2002) wrote, “Christianity played a critical role in the establishment of eight
of the nine pre-Revolutionary colleges, and that the mission of those institutions was clear and
focused” (p. 314). While many institutions founded upon the statutes of Christian morality have
disengaged from conservative Christian theology many current model codes still maintain a
semblance to their original form. Bowman and Small (2009) provided a focus on the religious
experience of students in modern day higher education. Bowman and Small found that:
Attending a Catholic school and attending a non-Catholic religiously affiliated school are
both associated with greater gains in spiritual identification (see Table 2). Moreover,
born-again Christians have greater increases in spiritual identification than mainline
Christians, whereas non-affiliated students experience less growth than mainline
Christians. (p. 604)
Given the faith-based components of Christian higher education it is logical that
restorative justice would appeal to most students attending institutions of Christian higher
education. Aitken (2003) did not indicate the relevance of one faith over another as it pertains to
success in restorative justice but he did cast a favorable light on Christianity stating, “This is a
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faith-based solution, rooted in the Bible” (p. 42). Some authors have even gone so far as to
accredit Jesus Christ as practicing restorative justice including reference to the biblical account
(Aitken, 2004; Kerber, 2009).
This component of spirituality in restorative justice makes this study especially relevant
within the context of Christian higher education. This study does not compare student
development outcomes from student conduct processes between students who consider
themselves as spiritual and students who do not, but it provides an interesting framework for
future study.
Where colleges previously founded with the intention of promoting Christian morality
have departed from fundamental Christian doctrine, hundreds more have risen over time. The
Counsel for Christian Colleges and Universities (CCCU) states that it has 116 member
institutions, thirty three North American affiliates and thirty six international affiliates (Council
for Colleges and Christian Universities, 2012). There are many more non-member Christian
colleges and universities in the world that are not accredited or too small to be registered in one
database such as the one kept by the CCCU. Christian colleges and universities strive to provide
a holistic education for their students. The next section of this literature review demonstrates the
importance of maintaining a student development focus in student conduct practices.
Student Development in Student Conduct
Before exploring the methods and philosophies behind student conduct practices it is
necessary to review and understand student development philosophy and how it relates to student
conduct. As it has already been established by Komives and Woodard (1996) student
development has evolved since the colonial period when faculty lived with students in early
dormitories. Student education has expanded beyond the classroom to a more holistic view of
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student development. Educators now acknowledge that student education is not limited to the
four walls of an academic setting but expands to the dining hall, residence hall, and athletic
fields. Indeed, student development has grown from providing necessities like a place to sleep,
place to eat and place to exercise to a social science dedicated to maximizing the holistic nature
of student development.
In higher education where there are already pre-established communities through cohorts,
clubs and residence halls, the harm caused by a code of conduct violation rarely if ever affects
only one person (Sebok & Goldblum, 1999). All people affected by violations, including the
offenders, are stakeholders in a community. Each stakeholder brings a different role, a different
experience and a different need to the situation. Codes of conduct provide student development
professionals with guidelines from which sanctions can be given. King (2012) wrote that,
“Codes of conduct delineate behavioral expectations and the means for holding students
accountable when allegations of misconduct arise” (p. 564). However, addressing code of
conduct violations is never as simple as administering “Sanction A” for “Action B.” Student
development professionals pride themselves on turning every student interaction into an
opportunity for an educational experience.
The on-campus co-curricular experience has become a priority for higher education.
Many colleges and universities require students to live on campus until they meet requirements
determined by the university in order to live off campus. For example, an online handbook from
Messiah College (2012) stated, “. . . all single, full time (12 credit hours per semester),
undergraduate students under the age of 23 are required to live on campus and are guaranteed
housing during the course of their undergraduate enrollment.” An online handbook from
LaTourneau College (2012) in Texas stated that all students with fewer than 7 hours completed
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must live on campus unless an exception is met such as living with family or being over the age
of 22. An online handbook from Azusa Pacific University (2012) in California stated similar
policies as Messiah College and LeTourneau University in that freshmen or sophomores are
required to live on campus unless they meet similar stipulations. This is just a small sampling of
student housing policy from Christian universities in the United States. As this work focuses on
Christian higher education, student handbooks from Christian colleges and universities were
examined. These policies indicate the importance of students living on campus where there is a
plethora of opportunities for student involvement and student development.
In student conduct practices it can be argued that the mere presence of student
involvement in the student discipline process facilitates student development. Astin (1999)
advocated that the more student involvement occurs in a student’s experience the greater the
student development. Ergo, if an institution of higher education adopts a student conduct
practice that involves students the goal of student development has a greater chance of being
achieved. Karp and Allena (2004) advocated that restorative justice is a method in student
conduct practices that encourages student development. Stoner and Lowery (2004) discussed
how colleges using traditional student conduct practices also seek to establish living/learning
environments. Whether an institution’s choice is to adopt a restorative justice model, a
traditional model, or a hybrid model the goal is still student development.
When a student leaves home to enter a college environment he/she undergoes a major
identity transformation (Komives & Woodard, 1996). There have been many student
development theorists who devote much study into the transition students make in how they
relate to their new world. There are many theorists focusing on how students develop through
their college experience (Komives & Woodard, 1996). Student conduct bears just as much
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responsibility in providing a student experience facilitating holistic student development as any
other field in student affairs.
Traditional Student Conduct
Since higher education set its root into North America in 1636 with the founding of
Harvard University the challenge of how to address student misbehavior has been present
(Komives & Woodard, 1996). Harvard and the eight other colonial colleges were created in the
image forged through their European roots and in the shadow of Oxford and Cambridge
(Meagher, 2009). The privileged gentlemen whose bankrolls drove the founding of the New
World understood that having a population of educated citizens would ensure the survival of the
new civilization.
The early colonial colleges were founded to provide an educational foundation for young
men including Christian principles. While these early institutions were not seminaries, they did
train ministers and a focus on the tenets of Christianity was an important ingredient in the
education students received (Komives & Woodard, 1996).
Ethical codes were installed based upon the European model of higher education. These
ethical codes have been called many things by student development practitioners throughout the
centuries of higher education in North America. An ethical code could also be called a code of
conduct or a moral code. An early definition of the purpose of offices devoted to student
conduct was provided by Komives and Woodard (1996), “Student judicial offices conduct
student hearings, publish rules and regulations that define procedures and student rights, and
encourage student learning through direct participation in the judicial system” (p. 445). This
definition depicts the model of student conduct that has been generally accepted by institutions
of higher education for many years.
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For traditional student conduct methods the setting of the interview takes place in
conduct officers’ offices with only the student and the Conduct Officer in attendance. Typically
conduct officers maintain an authoritative position sitting behind a desk while the student sits on
office furniture. It is difficult to say definitively how long a traditional student conduct hearing
between offender and conduct officer takes. Depending on the issue and how willing the
offender is to share regarding his/her life situation the time a meeting can take is indeterminable.
However, at the institution which is the setting for this study, conduct officers typically allotted
an hour for a traditional disciplinary hearing. Conduct officers engage in dialogue with the
student seeking to determine what code of conduct violation occurred and what appropriate
sanctions are necessary to fulfill developmental goals.
Traditional student conduct practices are focused on student learning but are often locked
into the concept that student learning can only occur through student hearings and publishing
rules and regulations. Traditional discipline often fails to emphasize the last portion of the
definition provided by Woodard and Komives (1996) which emphasized direct participation in
the judicial system. When the student conduct policy emphasizes the role of the administration
instead of the active participation of the student, key portions of student development are
neglected. In higher education, co-curricular educators see the need for continued student
development all around them. As a social science, student development is behind the curve as
far as providing empirically-based research. Dannell (1997) wrote, "Although institutions of
higher education in the United States have been engaged in the practice of student discipline
for more than 300 years, we know surprisingly little about the effectiveness of our efforts"
(p. 374).
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Howell’s (1997) observations provided perspective on the educational effectiveness of
student judicial processes. The focus of Howell’s study was 10 students who studied at colleges
and universities in the southeastern region of the United States. Each participant went through a
traditional judicial process. Howell’s (1997) findings revealed four outcomes. These outcomes
indicated that students demonstrated a consideration of consequences, empathy, familiarity with
judicial procedures, and no perceived learning (Howell, 1997).
When Howell (1997) mentioned a consideration of consequences as an outcome, he
referred to how students who went through the traditional student conduct model learn to think
about potential consequences. When thinking about these potential consequences, students are
able to make better choices for their future. Howell explained that students gain empathy as a
product of the traditional disciplinary model. Howell reported that students from his study
gained a greater understanding for the needs of others around them. Offenders are often not
considering anything but their own needs at the time of the offense. The student conduct
practice provides opportunity for an expanded paradigm. Howell also discussed familiarity with
judicial procedures as an outcome for students in his study. This familiarity with judicial
procedures indicates that students appreciated understanding how the judicial procedure
functions.
Many students do not know how the judicial procedures function at their college or
university. When not participating in judicial processes it is possible for students to develop an
adversarial view of the system and those who enforce it (Karp & Allena, 2004). Students do not
see the process, they see the outcome. Without understanding the process students are left to
assume that outcomes are arbitrary, or unfair. The result from Howell’s (1997) study pertaining
to “no perceived learning” are particularly distasteful for co-curricular educators working in the
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field of student conduct. Many times student conduct processes are undertaken by the
practitioner with the sole focus of reaching at least one student who recognizes a need to change.
Howell’s article is a key source for student conduct practices literature. While Howell’s study
occurred 15 years before this current study and he only examined 10 subjects, his findings
remain relevant. Howell’s findings are still relevant because of the simple fact that research into
this subject is rare.
Another relevant source for research on student conduct practices in higher education is
the work produced by Allen (1994). Allen examined traditional student conduct practices for
possible educational outcomes. In Allen’s work there is a statement of particular interest in
relation to this study. Allen wrote about educational dimensions of college student conduct
practices. These dimensions emerge from the confrontation of students and establishing
meaningful dialogues. Allen explained that it is important when students accept responsibility,
understand how their actions affect others, make constructive changes, and when they understand
the importance of behavior.
Allen’s (1994) work explained that just because a student conduct practice does not
intrinsically involve restorative language does not mean that the practitioners who have used this
model for generations do not intend good for students. Traditional student conduct practices are
not meant to be punitive but are meant to be educational. Howell (1997), Allen (1994), and Fitch
et al. (2001) chose in their studies to focus on traditional student conduct practices that
emphasize student development. Each of these researchers has sought to determine the
educational benefit of traditional student conduct practices.
In the writings of Howell (1997), Allen (1994) and Fitch et al. (2001) there is no mention
of the specific term “restorative justice” as a student conduct practice. It is possible that the lack
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of restorative justice reference is because restorative justice has only recently emerged as a trend
in higher education. These writings focused on the educational aspect of student development.
Howell (1997) engaged several questions in his work written by Emmanuel and Miser (1987)
that outlined the search for student development in student conduct practices. Some of
Emmanuel and Miser’s (1987) questions even broach the topic of community responsibility
which is integral to the practice of restorative justice (Karp & Sacks, in press):
1. Does the judicial system function to protect the rights of students? 2. Does the judicial
system help modify negative behaviors? 3. Does the judicial system teach students that
actions have effects and they must accept responsibility for their actions? 4. Does the
judicial system exist as educational rather than a punitive focus? 5. Does the judicial
system teach students about their responsibilities as members of a community? 6. Is the
judicial system expedient and fair? 7. Does the judicial process help students clarify their
values? 8. Does the judicial system help students gain perspective on the seriousness of
their actions? 9. Do the judicial board members provide an opportunity for personal
growth? (Howell, 1997, p. 375)
Howell’s article emphasized several components of the traditional disciplinary system in
higher education. The questions used by Emmanuel and Miser (1987) utilized terms like
“judicial” which connotes a distinct litigious tone. The questions address key items such as
offender perspective, growth and education. The important factor that cannot be avoided by
these questions is that they point to a view of student conduct that excludes the community from
consideration.
With a community-based view of student conduct new questions emerge; questions like:
1. Does the judicial system protect the right of all students involved, not just the offender? 2.
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Does the judicial system help modify negative behaviors, and does the offender offer affected
parties some assurance that the negative behavior does not happen again? 3. Does the judicial
system teach students that actions have effects and they must accept responsibility for their
actions and repair the harm? 4. Does the judicial system exist as educational rather than a
punitive focus and is it educational for all involved, or just the offender? 5. Does the judicial
system teach all students, not just the offenders, about their responsibilities as members of a
community, not just the offender? 6. Is the judicial system expedient and fair to all students
including the offender and the affected community? 7. Does the judicial process help all students
involved clarify their values? 8. Does the judicial system help students gain perspective on the
seriousness of their actions and does it permit the offender the opportunity to express this
perspective to their peers? 9. Do the judicial board members provide an opportunity for personal
growth for offender, victim and affected community members (Howell, 1997)?
The subtle differences between these questions and the ones quoted from Emmanuel and
Miser (1987) in Howell’s (1997) work are that one emphasis is focused around a violation of a
code of conduct and how the offender is developed, the other focuses on developing a holistic
university community. While focus of scholarly study into the field of student conduct is almost
entirely focused on the growth and development of the offender, traditional student conduct
practices are not without some terminology that can be construed as community centered.
Howell (1997) mentioned that administrators found one of the main outcomes desired in student
conduct is that offenders understand how their actions affected other people. Even with this
focus, the question remains to be asked, where is the involvement of the victim documented by
these early writings?
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Fitch and Murry (2001) joined Howell (1997) in portraying a view of student conduct
practices that focus on the offender. Fitch and Murry sought to identify classifications for
student conduct practices stating that there has not been a work previously crafted in examining
student conduct. A distinction of classifications identified by Fitch and Murry is the use of
terminology most often found in a courtroom proceeding and their use of informal terminology
focusing more on the educational aspect of student discipline. The only mention Fitch and
Murry made of traditional disciplinary practices including restorative actions is when student
conduct practices use fines not only as punitive but also to repair damages.
Another interesting point in these writings is that when the outcome of violations is
discussed the focus is on physical damages. There are seemingly no mentions of the outcome of
student misbehavior as harm beyond the physical or broken community trust. Traditional student
conduct models generally do not seek to understand who is affected, or harmed, by the student
conduct violation. College communities consist of more than just students and buildings. A key
portion of community in higher education is the relationship that is built from student to student,
from student to staff/faculty and from student to university as a whole. Each time a student
violates the code of conduct there is potential for each of these relationships to be affected.
Allen (1994) examined four questions of student conduct practices in higher education.
Allen’s four questions were,
How do college administrators define the educational dimensions of an effective
disciplinary program? How do students rate the effectiveness of the educational
dimensions of the college disciplinary program, as defined by college administrators?
Are there significant differences in students' perceptions of the disciplinary program
based on gender, class, method of adjudication, or sanctions assigned? Is there agreement
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between administrators' definition of what constitutes an effective disciplinary program
and students' perceptions of the disciplinary program? (Allen, 1994, p. 9)
While Allen’s research questions did not address a holistic view of the student offense,
they did mention the effect of offender harm on the community as a key component for offenders
to recognize as part of the disciplinary process. Allen (1994) also placed great emphasis on
supporting the effectiveness of student discipline practices at the schools that were studied. A
functional system, based on Allen’s work, is focused on whether students perceive the
disciplinary system as fair and effective.
The most pressing terminology absent from the writings of Fitch and Murry (2001), Allen
(1994) and Howell (1997) is terminology which addresses the involvement, development and
education of the affected party. All of these three articles and many others written concerning
traditional student conduct practices do not deal with the offender/victim/community
relationship. Responsibility to community is mentioned but more from the concerns of the
offender than representing the concerns of an affected community. Student conduct practices are
evolving. While once focusing upon an English and German model of education, North
American higher education is becoming more eclectic in its vision (Komives & Woodward,
1996). Multiple institutions of higher education have branched out into models of judicial
practices less resembling court rooms and more resembling conflict mediation models. The next
section examines the historical context of restorative justice, its development and its present day
practice.
Restorative Justice
Restorative justice is not a new practice for resolving conflict in community from a
cultural or even social justice viewpoint. The Navajo, Maori, Canadian First Nations and
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Mennonite people groups are just a few among a wide variety of societies whose cultures stress
restorative practices (Braithwaite, 2002; Coker, 2006; Hill, 2002; Takagi & Shank, 2004).
Societies who have engaged in restorative practices have become examples for legal systems all
over the world. These legal systems have developed what is known formally as restorative
justice (Coker, 2006; Hill, 2002; Karp & Allena, 2004; Zehr, 2002).
Understanding the foundations and origins of restorative justice aids in providing a
complete understanding of how it is applied within the context of higher education. Literature
has been published discussing many historical sources for restorative justice philosophy. Sebok
and Goldblum (1999) wrote that modern day restorative justice processes have resemblance to
several ancient cultures including the Maori people of Australia that have carried this tradition of
restoring offenders and community down through the ages to the present day.
Takagi and Shank (2002) explored the use of restorative justice by the Maori. According
to Takagi and Shank the Maori method of restorative justice focuses on meeting the victim’s
needs. Takagi and Shank wrote,
Marae justice is set up to meet victims' needs [emphasis added]. It is not about squashing
the offender into the dirt. It is about recognizing who got hurt - to hell with people saying
society is the victim: it was me (the victim), not society, who got hurt (Ibid.). (p. 149)
Braithwaite (2002) also wrote of the Maori tradition of restorative processes but he also
mentioned several other people groups. According to Braithwaite the restorative justice idea is
grounded in traditions stemming from the ancient Arab, Greek and Roman civilizations. From
foundational restorative practice concepts found in these civilizations there are many people
mentioned by Braithwaite who have their own version of restorative processes. Some of the
people groups Braithwaite covered include some African groups, the Chinese as well as the
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Palestinian people. Umbreit and Armour (2010) also mentioned people groups such as the
Afghani people, Native Hawaiians and the ancient Celts as making contributions to the
restorative paradigm. Braithwaite also stated that restorative justice can be found rooted in
Hindu, Buddhist and Christian traditions. In these writings it can be concluded that the concept
of repairing the harm committed against community has been one rooted in history yet evolving
with culture.
Coker (2006) wrote in depth of the use of restorative justice by the American Indian tribe
of the Navajo. Coker wrote that peacebuilding circles have been used by the Navajo for a very
long time and that the practice still continues to this day. Peacebuilding circles are how the
Navajo describe their conflict resolution process. When harm is caused to the community the
Navajo people place the involved community members in a circle and take turns speaking from
their respective viewpoints as offender, victim, or involved parties. Coker (2006) wrote that the
examination of restorative justice extends to other aboriginal people groups as well, including
people groups from Canada.
Reading Takagi and Shank’s (2002) work provided insight for the reader into the
transition that restorative justice made from a cultural context into a formal process such as the
legal system. The authors mentioned several legal offices mandated by the government to
explore a restorative justice system. Agencies like, “the Office of Justice Programs, the National
Institute of Justice, Office for Victims of Crime, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, the Bureau of Justice Assistance, and the National Institute of Corrections” (Takagi
& Shank, 2002, p. 147) held a conference on restorative justice. Takagi and Shank even noticed
the work of “a college located in rural California” (p. 147) in restorative justice. This college
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mentioned by Takagi and Shank was none other than Fresno Pacific, a Mennonite Brethren
college.
Takagi and Shank (2002) also discussed the exploration of restorative justice conducted
by organizations dedicated to finding an alternative to the traditional legal system in coping with
harm being caused to communities. Some of the organizations mentioned by Takagi and Shank
include, “The Center for Justice and Reconciliation at Prison Fellowship. Another is the Victim
Offender Mediation Association (VOMA), and there are many private consulting firms” (p. 147).
Given the growing popularity of restorative justice in an organizational setting it should not be
surprising that the next development was an introduction to higher education.
It is necessary to understand the theory of restorative justice and its basic components. In
one of Braithwaite’s (1999) earlier works he discussed the importance of shame and
reintegration in the context of dealing with criminal offenders. Braithwaite explained that a
legalistic justice system excludes incorporation of the offender’s conscience in addressing his/her
behavior. Braithwaite stated, “For adolescents and adults, conscience is a much more powerful
weapon to control misbehavior than punishment” (p. 71). Requiring the offender to face the
victim of his/her actions generates shame. Braithwaite argued that the presence of this shame as
a result of misbehavior is critical for the reformation of the offender. Today parents as well as
educators are often reminded to avoid causing children to feel shame for their behavior.
Braithwaite distinguished between types of shame, “The crucial distinction is between shaming
that is reintegrative and shaming that is disintegrative” (p. 55). Reintegrative shaming is
described as the expression of community disapproval which is followed by reacceptance into
the community. Disintegrative shaming would be described as something that, “divides the
community by creating a class of outcasts” (Braithwaite, 1999, p. 55). Braithwaite contended
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that it is the absence of reintegrative shaming in popular culture that has created a generation of
people who do not feel accountable to the community of morality.
This concept of reintegrative shaming is crucial to the success of restorative justice.
When a community establishes what is acceptable and what is not, regardless of what those
guidelines are there is a standard of right and wrong. When a community member does the
wrong thing he/she knows it because the community informs him/her of it through a process of
shaming with the opportunity to be reintegrated. When the community is confident that the
offender has repaid damages to the community and will not repeat the action offenders are
allowed to continue in acceptance. Braithwaite (1999) went so far as to discuss how the absence
of church attendance in North American culture has been a contributor to the decline of the
moral community. Without the presence of a community group which has a moral standard,
society lacks accountability (Brathwaite, 1999).
Umbreit and Armour (2010) discussed that there is a spiritual component to the process
of restorative justice. Umbreit and Armour explained that there is a parallel between restorative
justice principles and the principles of spirituality. Umbreit and Armour (2010) concluded that,
“this parallel between the guiding principles of restorative justice and those of spirituality has led
to the conclusion that restorative justice is inherently spiritual and that restorative justice and the
phenomenon of spirituality are intimately intertwined” (p. 69). Umbreit and Armour did not
distinguish one religion over another in their mention of spirituality, instead saying that
restorative justice has much in common with many religions. Components present in restorative
justice and the realm of spirituality are, “the goals of creating healing, empowering victims,
offering compassion and advocating for forgiveness” (Umbreit & Armour, 2010, p. 69).
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Restorative Justice in Higher Education
Howell (1997) offered a qualitative study into student conduct practices that focus on the
restorative process. In Howell’s study the focus is on student experience, not on student
development outcomes as in the focus of this work. The student conduct experiences of ten
students from three institutions of higher education in the southeastern United States were
examined.
As Sacks and Goldblum (1999) discussed, college campuses already had the necessary
components to be successful in developing students. The components that Sebok and Goldblum
spoke of were:
Well-defined communities, which work to promote an ethos of care and integration and
have ready opportunities for collaboration; diverse populations, which deserve the
flexibility of a restorative justice approach to offenses; support systems normally
available, such as counseling services, health centers; alcohol, drug, or anger
management programs; and numerous other services student judicial and residence-life
missions and processes for which restorative justice is a complement. (Seebok &
Goldblum, 1999, p. 15)
Why is a well-defined community so important for the practice of restorative justice? In
order for harm to be repaired there must be a clearly-defined victim that requires reparation.
Traditional judicial/disciplinary methods have no difficulty in identifying the offender given that
sufficient evidence is present to apply charges/violations. If the community is not clearly
defined, how can a victim be identified when harm is caused? The broader the population the
more difficult it is to identify the offender’s relation to the victim. In a restorative justice setting
there can be no question as to who was affected.
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Students who attend colleges and universities take ownership as attendees at their
institution of choice. For the rest of their lives college graduates refer to themselves as alumni of
their alma mater. Offenders who violate the code of conduct have struck a blow against their
own college; in this way offenders make themselves victims, to a degree.
Restorative justice places a face to a victim instead of dehumanizing the victim. If
students were to violate the code of conduct but no one person was affected, it is the community
that needs to face offenders so they understand that their actions have an impact on others.
Everyone affected by offenders undergo an identity transition, not just the offenders. The journey
from autonomy to interdependence is an important part of student development according to
Chickering (as cited in Komives & Woodard, 1994). Both offenders and victims must learn to
interact as community and ultimately be accountable to community. Restorative justice works
towards this end.
Colleges and universities welcome students in as family, as community members who
have agreed to take on an identity distinct to their chosen institutions, complete with their own
fight song, colors, flag and even a code of conduct. These things, among others, allow colleges
and universities to be clearly identified as communities. When an offender commits a violation
of the code of conduct there is almost always a victim. Whether the offender knows it or not, an
apparently “victimless” violation actually includes every person at that institution. A violation of
the code of conduct has more than just a primary victim, each community member abides
together under one code; when one member of the community is betrayed, all are betrayed.
Institutions of higher education consist of many departments that are pursuing one vision
or mission that promotes the identity of the institution. When harm is caused to the community it
is this unity that allows an organization made up of many parts to respond as one to repair the
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harm. This concept presents more challenge in the community at large where identity is often
related to citizenship. Colleges and universities do not have to take on the same challenges.
Students are not born into a college or university family/community; they choose to attend there
and spend a good amount of capital to do so. In addition to clearly-defined community, Sacks
and Goldblum (1999) also stated that restorative justice is a natural fit for college campuses
because of, “diverse populations, which deserve the flexibility of a restorative justice approach to
offenses” (p. 14). From the context of this literature it appears that the term diversity can be
interpreted in its broadest sense referring to ethnicity, classification, height, weight, or eye color.
Perhaps the greatest application of diversity in this context addresses that in many
colleges and universities there is a melting pot of ethnicities and faiths on campus. With such a
diverse ethnic blend on campus it cannot be expected that the university code of conduct
contains relevance to all community members. However, even with ethnic and faith differences
community members still have the similarity of citizenship under a united mission, the mission
of the institution. Because of this essential commonality once harm has been identified,
community can seek to find restoration regardless of how diverse the population is.
Sebok and Goldblum (1999) went on to explain further why restorative justice is ideal for
the college campus. According to the authors (Sebok & Goldblum, 1999) colleges and
universities have, “support systems normally available, such as, counseling services; health
centers; alcohol, drug, or anger management programs; and numerous other services” (p. 15).
While the college communities of the colonial era focused more on instructing its students in
morality and governance (Komives & Woodward, 1996), the university communities of the
modern era have adopted many programs and services dedicated to whole student development.
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One of the keywords for student development professionals is holistic, in that the
approach student development professionals take to developing students has multiple
components. These developmental components are social, emotional, intellectual (academic),
physical, and spiritual (Evans et al., 1998; Komives & Woodward, 1996). In developing cocurricular programming to meet the holistic needs of students a plethora of departments have
sprung up to address one or more of these holistic elements. Some of these departments are
residence life, health & wellness (counseling and nutrition), student conduct, campus chaplains,
housing, dining services, multicultural awareness, career centers and many more (Evans et al.,
1998; Komives & Woodward, 1996).
With all of these necessary services present within one community there is great
opportunity to involve community members in the entire student conduct process from beginning
to end. If a student commits a violation of the code of conduct relating to student safety the
campus security/police department could ascribe a restorative sanction so that the student can
compensate for the resources that may have been incurred in responding to the student violation.
It may not be quite as fluid a process in the local community, external to the college community,
to involve local law enforcement. This example can be applied to a variety of situations; if the
affected community members desire the offender to get counseling it is possible that the student
does not even need to leave the campus, but can attend the local student care areas for
counseling. In this way the community cares for itself and restores trust in the offender.
Restorative justice is a good fit for the college campus because the college campus has
student judicial and residence life missions and processes for which restorative justice is a
complement” (Sebok & Goldblum, 1999, p. 15). College and university communities that have
one mission also have a code of conduct that details behavioral expectations for their citizens.
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Colleges and universities cannot expect what they do not inspect, thus the presence of student
conduct offices on campus.
The designation of such an office varies from institution to institution as Karp and Allena
(2004) explained that large colleges or mid-sized colleges can designate personnel strictly to
work with student conduct while small colleges designate residence life personnel to take on that
role in addition to their other duties. These offices, whatever their title designation, contain
policies to ensure that the student body is informed of student conduct practice and to ensure that
student conduct processes are executed in a caring, just and restorative manner. Restorative
justice reinforces the university goal of having a student body, faculty and staff that can thrive in
community as a body.
Perhaps the most definitive work in regards to restorative justice in Higher Education was
edited by Karp and Allena (2006). In this work Karp and Allena compiled a variety of expert
sources on restorative justice in higher education addressing a variety of topics. The material in
this book provides a brief description of the development of restorative justice and provides a
comprehensive focus on a few of the more predominant methods of practicing restorative justice
in higher education (Karp & Allena, 2006).
Karp and Allena’s (2006) work explained how restorative justice could be applied, in
some form or another, in virtually any scenario at any institution. Authors who contributed to
Karp and Allena’s compilation for restorative justice practices are varied. Sources include
practitioners from Skidmore College, the University of Colorado, University of California, the
University of Cincinnati and others. The discussed applications of restorative justice include the
topic of athletic teams, academic dishonesty and even sorority and fraternity life. In all of the
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information put to paper by the editors (Karp & Allena, 2006) there is no mention of restorative
justice practices at an institution of Christian higher education.
Restorative Justice in higher education is employed in a variety of ways. An important
factor which lends to a more successful restorative justice outcome is whether or not the
offending student takes responsibility for his or her action (Zehr, 2002). Taking responsibility
indicates more than a simple admission. It is possible for a student to admit his/her involvement
in a code of conduct violation and still show no desire to make things right. It is also possible
that students who violate the code of conduct acknowledge their actions but minimize their
involvement or divert blame to the victim or an involved community member.
The conduct officer has to make a determination within the student conduct hearing as to
whether the candidate owns the outcome of his/her violation. During the hearing the conduct
officer becomes less an investigator and more of a guide to social responsibility. If a student is
being confronted for allegedly violating two or more of the code of conduct policies the student
must accept responsibility and want to make things right for all harmed parties in order to be
referred to restorative justice processes.
Restorative Justice Methods
There are several methods that are utilized when employing the restorative justice
paradigm. Some of the restorative justice methods that have been mentioned in the literature in
higher education are circles, integrity boards, mediations and conferencing which have been
explained in greater detail below (Bledsoe, 2009; Karp & Conrad, 2005; Sebok & Goldblum,
1999). While the literature expounds greatly upon methods for restorative justice practices, the
amount of literature detailing restorative justice practices in higher education represents a small
percentage of the available literature. There is no published literature on restorative justice in
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Christian higher education to review. This work includes perspective gathered from restorative
justice in non-faith-based institutions to accomplish a thorough literature review.
Circles
The restorative justice circle is a practice that has been in function culturally for a long
time. Umbreit and Armour (2010) wrote that, “Circles are variously called ‘peacemaking
circles,’ ‘restorative justice circles,’ ‘repair of harm circles,’ and ‘sentencing circles’” (p. 19).
While no specific source can cite a year for the beginning of the practice of circling there are
multiple sources that connect this practice to First Nations groups in Canada and the United
States (Bledsoe, 2009; Hill, 2002; Karp & Allena, 2004). Zehr (2004) spoke of restorative
justice circles used in a cultural context as Family Group Circles (FGC). Zehr mentioned that
FGCs have been used by cultural communities in North America, England, South Africa,
Australia and other places. In restorative justice circles, affected community members come
together to resolve the harm that has been caused. The term “affected community members” can
be defined as any community member who has been directly or indirectly affected by the
harmful action. Affected community members can include the offender(s), victim(s), those who
are in close relationship with the offender or victim and those who may not have been directly
involved in the incident but were inadvertently affected by the outcome of the incident (Karp &
Allena, 2004).
Hill (2002) provided information on the effectiveness of using the circle process in a
restorative justice environment as well. Hill’s contribution came out of a study conducted in a
correctional institution. Hill’s research lends to the credibility of restorative justice practices in
general when he stated,
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… based on the findings of this meta-analysis, restorative justice programs are a more
effective method of improving victim-offender satisfaction, increasing offender
compliance with restitution, and decreasing the recidivism of offenders when compared
to more traditional criminal justice responses …” (Hill, 2002, p. 159).
It is understood that Hill was dealing with a different population than students attending
an institution of higher learning but his research remains relevant because restorative justice
research is relatively sparse.
The basic structure of restorative justice circle process involves participants sitting in a
circle. There is to be no table or impediment in the center of the circle. The open space in the
center of the circle aids participants in a practical application of being open with nothing in the
way of a successful outcome. The facilitator sits in as part of the circle and begins the process
with introducing the talking piece. The talking piece is an integral part of the circle process. The
talking piece is often symbolic, representing a common bond expressed by the whole group. The
purpose of the talking piece is that it provides the holder with the confidence to speak openly as
only the person with the talking piece may speak (Karp & Allena, 2004). When the facilitator
begins with the talking piece he/she explains its significance and challenges the circle with a
question meant to break the tension and draw a human connection between participants.
The facilitator passes the talking piece to the person on his/her left and it travels around the
circle. If a participant does not have anything to say when the talking piece arrives in his/her
possession he/she is not under any pressure to respond, he/she can simply indicate he/she wishes
to pass and send the talking piece on to the next person. When the talking piece returns to the
facilitator he/she begins to ask questions about the incident of harm, who is responsible, who is
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affected, and what needs to be done to repair the harm. The talking piece is passed around and
around until the process is completed (Karp & Allena, 2004).
Conferencing
Conferencing is another viable method of conducting restorative justice practices (Karp,
2013). Restorative justice conferencing is similar to restorative justice circles in that both
scenarios involve the coming together of the affected community members. The conferencing
process is similar to the circle process but does not involve a talking piece. In restorative justice
conferencing the affected community members are present but the proceedings are directed by a
trained facilitator who asks questions and queues participants for a response time instead of
depending on the passing of a talking piece (Zehr, 2002).
A general description of conferencing can be explained as follows. For each restorative
justice conference the positioning of the participants is prescribed in accordance with the training
received by the facilitators. The participants sit in a general circular shape (Karp & Allena,
2004). Also in attendance at the conference would be the offenders and their support people, the
co-facilitator, and non-victim stakeholders. Non-victim stakeholders can be described as those
who were inadvertently affected by the action of the offender but who were not necessarily
categorized as a victim. Also attending the conference would be the victim and his or her
support people. The duration of a restorative justice conference is unpredictable. Some of the
components that influence the length of time required for a restorative justice conference include
the number of offenders, victims, support people and affected community members who are
involved in the process (Karp & Allena, 2004).
During a restorative justice conference each member of the community has as much time
as he/she needs to fully participate in the process. Offenders take the time they need to express
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what they did, who they harmed, why they did it, how they felt about their action, and how they
feel about it at the time of the conference. Support people take time to speak on behalf of the
people they are there with whether just to offer moral support or to provide character references.
Victims and community members also need time to express how they were harmed, how they
felt at the time the harm was caused and how they feel at the time of the conference. After these
communications have occurred the group still must present ways to repair the harm and come to
agreement on what actions need to be taken to make the situation right. With minimal attendees
(i.e., facilitator, victim and offender) the conference can take a relatively short amount of time
whereas a situation involving multiple offenders, victims, support people and affected
community members can take an extended period of time (Sekbok & Goldblum, 1999).
The main difference between restorative justice circles and restorative justice
conferencing can be simply defined by what drives the proceedings. In restorative justice circles
the process is guided by the facilitator but controlled by the circle whereas in restorative justice
conferencing the process is guided by questions but controlled by the facilitator.
Integrity Boards
Another method for restorative practices is integrity boards. Integrity boards are
explained by Karp and Conrad (2006) when they explain Skidmore’s methodology in employing
a restorative practice. According to Karp and Conrad, “An integrity board hearing is composed
of four students, one staff member, and one or two faculty members (two in cases of academic
integrity) … they are expected to represent the community, voicing their concern and support as
appropriate” (p. 322). The authors went on to explain that at Skidmore the integrity board is
selected from a pool of members who have undergone training sessions. Integrity boards not
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only take part in the restorative process but also view information critical to the cases so that a
determination can be made of the participants’ responsibility in the action.
Mediation
The last of the restorative practices that were identified by the literature is that of
mediation. Karp and Allena (2004) described mediations as, “dialogue between a victim and an
offender . . . [in which the goal is] for clarification and healing” (p. 12). The obvious difference
between mediation and the other methods briefly described in this section is that mediations most
often involve only the victim, the offender and a mediator. Participants willingly participate in
the mediation where offenders must face the harmed parties and listen as the effects of their
action are clearly explained to them. The offenders also are provided an opportunity to explain
why they did what they did, and offer a sincere apology as well as compensation.
Student Development Outcomes in Student Conduct Practices
This portion of the literature review refers in a large part to the research project
conducted by Dr. David Karp out of Skidmore College. Karp and Sacks submitted their findings
for publication and are still awaiting publication at the time this work was written. Reviewing
the findings from the STARR project (Karp & Sacks, in press) is crucial because six scales of
student development were identified. This study utilizes the same instrument used in the
STARR project. In this section of the literature review these six areas are analyzed based on
available literature. Karp and Sacks identified the six student development outcomes from their
study as, “just community/self-authorship, active accountability, interpersonal competence,
social ties to institution, procedural fairness, and closure” (p. 5).
It is important to note that these six outcomes operate out of a student development
paradigm (Karp & Sacks, in press). In the examination of each outcome it is apparent that these
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terms are commonly found in education as well as in judicial processes in the legal system
(Bandes, 2009; Bazemore & Stinchcomb, 2004; Feldmann, Aper & Meredith, 2011; Grigg,
2012; Harper, Harris and Mmeje’s, 2005; Jaffee, 2007; King 2012). Just as important to note is
that these terms are predominantly used in the study of student conduct practices overall without
bias towards traditional student conduct processes or restorative justice processes (Karp & Sacks,
in press). In the following sections each outcome is analyzed from the standpoint of student
development.
Just Community/Self-Authorship
The first of the measured outcomes combines the two concepts just community and selfauthorship. The just community concept finds its basis in Kohlberg’s work in moral
development (Evans et al. 1998). The basis for this concept is allowing community members to
have a voice in the moral state of their community and decisions relating to real-life experiences.
The more involvement community members would have in their community the greater the
opportunity for development. Evans et al. (1998) explained a variety of situations in which the
just community could be incorporated such as, “orientation courses, leadership courses, or
resident assistant training” (p. 184). Kohlberg reasoned that if hypothetical situations could be
considered in a pseudo-conflict environment then “cognitive conflict” could be triggered leading
to higher-stage thinking (Evans, et al., 1998).
Just community is a foundational principle for student discipline in higher education.
Involving student voice in student conduct proceedings gives ownership to the stakeholders and
gives the student body security that they are not being herded around like sheep. A lack of
student voice in student conduct procedures can be detrimental to student development outcomes
(Karp & Allena, 2004). A lack of student voice may lend to the assumption that the process is
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legalistic which is counter-productive to the desired end. Lowery and Dannells (2004) wrote,
“The primary weakness resulting from these overly legalistic student judicial affairs systems is
the creation of an increasingly adversarial environment. Within this environment, the educational
focus of student judicial affairs is often lost’’ (p. 21).
Rader, Piland and Pascarell (2002) conducted a study where classes were designed
around the concept of just community in order to measure outcomes. The study indicated an
increase in student empathy, empowerment, critical consciousness and a sense of community
(Rader et al., 2002). Measuring just community as part of this study aids in determining how
students personally apply a sense of just community through the disciplinary process.
Self-authorship brings a more personal view to the just community concept. Where a just
community is evident by community member involvement in moral decision making, selfauthorship focuses more on the community members’ responsibility to the process and the
intrinsic motivation behind their actions. Pizzolato (2004) defined self-authorship as, “a
particular and relatively enduring way of orienting oneself to provocative situations that
recognize the contextual nature of knowledge and balances this knowledge with the development
of internally defined goals and sense of self” (p. 264). If a disciplinary process were to facilitate
self-authorship as Pizzolato (2004) defined it, a student would be able to enter into a morallychallenging situation, consider the best possible option based on his/her identity and future goals,
and make the correct choice.
Student development professionals have been seeking this sort of self-ownership in
students since Dewey and Piaget (King, Magolda, Barber, Brown, & Lindsay, 2009). College
students today who find themselves in a student conduct process at their college or university
often find they do not have a good reason when asked how they wound up there. Students
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experience some sort of detachment towards recognizing the contextual nature of knowledge in
relation to their goals and identity (Pizzolato, 2004).
Active Accountability
Karp and Sacks (in press) explored the idea of active accountability in a student conduct
process. Active accountability lends to the perspective that students need to actively take
responsibility for their behavior and intentionally initiate a strategy to repair the harm they
caused instead of receiving a generic punitive sanction. Punitive sanctions may allow the
institution to “discipline” the student and cause the student to abide by the moral code out of
fear, but he/she might not abide out of conscience.
An active accountability response to misconduct allows the offender to choose to face the
consequences of his/her action and take reparative steps to address the harm caused. Active
accountability challenges the offender to respond to the offense he/she caused and also allows
the community to respond directly to the offender. In traditional student conduct models student
conduct professionals are often the only community member responding to the harm the offender
caused even though they were only indirectly affected.
If Kohlberg (Evans et al., 1998) challenged the moral development of students through
hypothetical situations then active accountability takes the concept one step further. The
application of the just community into real-time scenarios causes the student to become active in
his/her accountability. Rest (1986, as cited in Evans et al., 1998) proposed that research needed
to be conducted on moral development through real-life scenarios.
Interpersonal Competence
The ability to relate interpersonally was a facet of life readily embraced by communities
of the last several generations. Student development professionals link interpersonal competence
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as one of the vital components of emotional intelligence (Feldman et al., 2011). Emotional
development is one of the key areas of holistic student development that garners the attention of
student development professionals (Evans et al., 1998).
Today’s generation of college students is more familiar with the use of technology than
any generation prior. Technology’s advances have increased the productivity of the human race
to monumental levels. Where once the thought of communicating with another person without
being face to face was considered a miracle, students today talk “face to face” through a device
held in the palm of their hands. The technological advances of humanity have been rapidly
embraced in all avenues of life to the detriment of civilization in some instances. Weiser (2000)
wrote that the decline of interpersonal skills in America can largely be attributed to the addiction
to technology in today’s society. This further demonstrates the need for student conduct
practices which aid in the development of interpersonal competence.
Chickering’s (as cited in Evans et al., 1998) seven vectors of student development are a
hallmark among those working in student affairs in higher education. The first vector that
Chickering named was developing competence. The focus of developing competence from a
student development viewpoint is holistic including intellectual, physical and manual, and
interpersonal competence (Komives et al., 1996).
In Harper, Harris and Mmeje’s (2005) work on college males in campus judicial
programs they emphasized the importance of developing interpersonal competence in student
development. Harper et al. (2005) wrote, “a sense of interpersonal competence is developed
when one is able to successfully negotiate and build affirming relationships with peers” (p. 575).
These authors suggest that student misconduct is a result of a student manifesting a need to
establish the perception of competence among his/her peers.
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Students today do not have to leave the relative security of their residence hall room in
order to interact socially. Using Skype, Facebook, MySpace, Google Plus or any other network
for social media offers a high-comfort, low commitment, and low risk environment for social
interaction. In the author’s experience, this low risk environment may cause students to take
risks behaviorally when relating to people that they may not take when face to face with a
physical person. This low-risk environment may precipitate reckless behavior resulting in
violations of codes of conduct relating to cyber-bullying/stalking, involvement in copyright
pirating or pornography.
Measuring interpersonal competence is a vital component for this study. From the
context of a Christian university there is a special emphasis on the importance of interpersonal
relationships. The Bible teaches that people are to love their neighbors as themselves (Galatians
5:14, New King James Version), and also provides a focus on the necessity of serving others
(Mark 9:35, New King James Version). Whether practicing restorative justice or traditional
student conduct practices, Christian universities have a particular stake in ensuring the best
possible opportunity for interpersonal competence to be developed.
Social Ties to the Institution
When one considers the importance of social ties to the institution a special focus must be
given to interpreting what is referred to by the term “social ties.” What is needed is to substitute
the words “the Institution” with the word “family” (Broh, 2002). When this is done one really
gets the feel for what this measure is meant to indicate. Social ties are a key component that
student development professionals wish to facilitate on their campus. Just as a social unit, such
as a family, provides its members their holistic needs; co-curricular educators also seek to
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develop a social unity within the university body that can address each area of student
development.
Research has been conducted on the importance of social ties for students in secondary
education. Broh (2002) wrote about the importance of extrafamilial relationships in the
development of social capital. Broh contended that the development of social ties contributes to
the development of learners. While this article focuses largely on high school students, this
concept can have application in post-secondary education because secondary education forms the
worldview of future college students. Broh went so far as to state that social ties can lend to a
form of social control by communicating institutional norms and vision to the student body. In a
similar way college and university students can benefit from the development of extrafamilial
relationships. Regardless of what method of student conduct practice is being employed,
students need a student conduct process that develops these extrafamilial relationships.
The student conduct professional faces more unique challenges in facilitating social ties
to the institution than any other student development professionals. While the resident assistant
seeks to aid the student in adapting to the college environment and the housing office seeks to
make a college dorm just like home, the student conduct officer meets the students at their worst
moments, often when leaving the institution is a real possibility. In the face of this daunting
responsibility it is necessary to have a disciplinary process that facilitates student ties to the
institution. Measuring student learning outcomes in both restorative justice practices and
traditional student conduct practices is vital.
Chickering and Reisser (1993) contended that educational environment can either be a
catalyst for growth or a deterrent for growth. Komives et al. (1996) stated that key components
that impacted student growth were, “institutional objectives, institutional size, faculty-student
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interaction, curriculum, teaching practices, diverse student communities, and student affairs
programs and services” (p. 169). All of these areas listed by Komives et al. (1996) are directly
related to a student’s ties to his/her chosen institution. In student conduct processes interaction
with student conduct professionals and fellow community members lend to this experience of
student development.
Karp and Sacks (in press) wrote, “From a student affairs perspective, alienation from the
campus community is not only a risk factor for academic failure, but for misconduct” (p. 8). The
mission of higher education is to produce graduates. Two things threaten this mission. If a
student suffers academic failure he/she is a retention risk; similarly, if a student commits an
egregious conduct violation he/she is also a retention risk. For this reason the importance of
being able to identify social ties to the institution in student conduct practice becomes greater.
Procedural Fairness
According to the Dictionary of Conflict Resolution (2002), procedural fairness can be
defined as the chance to participate in one’s case to the same degree as the other participant(s).
Regardless what the methodology is by which student conduct is addressed, this is a concept that
needs to be measured for the benefit of student conduct professionals in facilitating student
development.
King (2012) conducted a thorough review of the concept relating procedural fairness to
educational value. In this study 1,884 college students provided data for the researcher to
examine. The results of King’s study revealed that there was a strong correlation between
procedural fairness and educational value for students who participated in a process governed by
student conduct administration. It is this educational value that makes procedural fairness a vital
outcome to measure within this study.
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Coleman (2002) wrote that, “The procedural justice perspective argues that there is a
direct link between people’s judgments regarding fairness in a process and how they will
perceive and respond to that process” (p. 10). Procedural justice is synonymous with procedural
fairness. It is clear from this reasoning that identifying whether a disciplinary process can be
perceived as procedurally fair by students is an important distinction to be pursued. If a student
perceives a disciplinary system at a college or university to be fair he/she is likely to respond
well to the intention of the discipline. When Karp and Sacks (in press) sought to explain
procedural fairness in their work they also mentioned the concept of procedural justice as vital
on a college campus. If student perception indicates that a disciplinary process is fair he/she is
more likely to submit to any sanctions inflicted upon him/her. Measuring procedural fairness in
student conduct can aid professionals in identifying methodologies that can address this
important component of student involvement.
Closure
Students commit a violation, are reported, and then appear at student conduct to find out
their fate. Student Conduct professionals seek to reason with the offenders, appealing to their
consciences, and develop students. If students return to their community without assurance of a
fair process it does not allow for the incident to be concluded for offender, victim or the
community.
Regarding closure, Bandes (2009) stated that closure has become extremely popular as
not only an important concept by psychology experts but also as being something important for
people to obtain from the legal system. One of the definitions Bandes provided reads as follows,
“Closure has also come to stand for the constellation of feelings -- peace, relief, a sense of
justice, the ability to move on -- that comes with finality” (p. 2). This is a concept relevant for
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both victim and offender. This concept is not only relevant to legal situations but also to private
or public institutions to include colleges and universities.
A resident assistant (RA) approached the conduct officer. The RA had just seen a student
on the residence hall who had just returned from Student Conduct. The student was angry but
obviously not packing his bags like everyone had thought he would be. The RA asked the
conduct officer, “Now what do I do with him?” This hypothetical situation is repeated across
higher education on a regular basis as residence life staff seek to work with belligerent students
who had not only been caught, but have been issued sanctions and have returned to residence
hall participation.
Calhoun and Pelech (2013) conducted a study on both restorative and conventional
responses to harm among a sample of victims. The writers examined the concept of closure in
both of these models. A simple definition coined for closure in this comparative study is,
“getting over a negative event or putting a negative event behind oneself” (Calhoun & Pelech,
2013, p. 70). It is evident from this article, that for participants in these judicial processes, that
this simple definition of closure in insufficient. From examining multiple cases of restorative
practices and conventional practices it is apparent that closure holds a much more significant
meaning. The more accurate definition of closure includes having the impact of a harm-causing
event acknowledged and also gaining a sense of optimism going forward in life (Calhoun &
Pelech, 2013).
It is important to note that in the study conducted by Calhoun and Pelech (2013) the focus
was on the victims of harm. The question must be asked, what of offenders? Do offenders
recognize a need for closure as part of the judicial or student conduct process that they
participate in? This study takes the literature one step further. This study asks questions of the
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offender as to the closure they have after participating in a student conduct process. How does it
affect student conduct processes when the concerns of the offender are considered as well as the
concerns of the victim?
There are many more dynamics that come with the idea of closure for the stakeholders.
Closure involves reparation of harm and a security that the offense will not occur again.
Disciplinary measures in higher education often are reactive, not pro-active and not designed to
result in a lowering of recidivism except by use of the threat of further sanctioning (Howell,
2005). Even if fear of sanctioning is enough to lower the recidivism of offenders it does nothing
to offer the victims and stakeholders assurance that the offense will not occur again or that the
offenders are ready to re-join the community.
Summary
This study seeks to examine student development outcomes as defined by Karp and
Sacks (in press) from student disciplinary processes at a Christian institution of higher education
using data collected from both a restorative justice process and a traditional discipline process.
In order to prepare the landscape for this study, the literature review has examined the
establishment of student affairs in higher education and the development of student conduct
practices. This review has examined literature pertaining to the development and practice of
traditional discipline processes as well as restorative justice processes.
It is apparent from the literature reviewed that the field of student conduct has undergone
a radical transformation since the days of the colonial colleges. However, despite student
conduct being a student development practice that is inseparably linked to higher education there
is a gap in the literature. The remainder of this study discusses how the data were collected and
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analyzed, what the data revealed and how these findings can be applied to better student conduct
practices at Christian institutions of higher education.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLGY
Introduction
This study employs a quantitative method. Survey data were gathered from the two
groups of students who went through the restorative justice process and the traditional student
conduct process. These data were subjected to statistical analysis in order to infer a general
conclusion that contributes to the advancement of student development. The following section
examines the design, questions and hypotheses, participants, setting, instrumentation, procedures
and analysis.
Design
The researcher utilized data produced from a Christian university’s participation in the
STARR project under Dr. David Karp (Karp & Sacks, in press). This study focuses on the data
of only one of the eighteen institutions from the STARR project, but this one institution provided
64 of the restorative justice cases used in the STARR project. No other college or university
involved in the STARR project contributed near the number of restorative justice cases per capita
as the subject Christian university. There were a total of 91 cases recorded by the participating
institutions in the STARR project which were labeled a restorative justice practice. With these
reported numbers the subject Christian university in this study accounted for 70% of the
contributed restorative justice cases (Karp & Sacks, in press).
During the STARR project the host university conducted restorative justice practices.
The host university continued to use the STARR instrument with permission from Dr. David
Karp, the coordinator of the STARR project. Using the STARR instrument the host university
gathered the data for the traditional student conduct process participants. The participant data
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from this project were collected from students who have been classified as offenders as they
exhibited behavior contrary to the student code of conduct.
The research design employed for this study is static group comparison (Gall, Gall &
Borg, 2007). The first stage involved the gathering and assessment of quantitative data. This
study does not include a pre-test. With the research instrument being administered at the end of
the disciplinary process it can be classified as a post-test only design. In static group comparison
the data collected from the two groups is compared for significant statistical difference. The
analysis utilized to test for statistical difference is an independent samples t-test.
Researchers indicate that static group comparison is one of the weakest research designs
as it does not measure the group progressions using a pre-test/post-test comparison in the
instrumentation (Ary, Cheser-Jacobs, Bazavieh & Sorensen, 2006; Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007).
The static group comparison determines if there is a statistically significant difference between
the student development outcomes measured in the restorative justice process and the traditional
student conduct process at a Christian university.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
RQ1: Is there a difference in just community/self-authorship between restorative justice and
traditional student conduct processes?
H1: Students who participate in restorative justice practices experience a difference in Just
Community/Self Authorship compared to students who participate in traditional student conduct
processes as indicated by the STARR instrument.
RQ2: Is there a difference in Active Accountability between restorative justice and traditional
student conduct processes?
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H2: Students who participate in restorative justice practices experience a difference in Active
Accountability compared to students who participate in traditional student conduct processes as
indicated by the STARR instrument.
RQ3: Is there a difference in Interpersonal Competence between restorative justice and
traditional student conduct processes?
H3: Students who participate in restorative justice practices experience a difference in
Interpersonal Competence compared to students who participate in traditional student conduct
processes as indicated by the STARR instrument.
RQ4: Is there a difference in Social Ties to the Institution between restorative justice and
traditional student conduct processes?
H4: Students who participate in restorative justice practices experience a difference in Social
Ties to the Institution compared to students who participate in traditional student conduct
processes as indicated by the STARR instrument.
RQ5: Is there a difference in Procedural Fairness between restorative justice and traditional
student conduct processes?
H5: Students who participate in restorative justice practices experience a difference in Procedural
Fairness compared to students who participate in traditional student conduct processes as
indicated by the STARR instrument.
RQ6: Is there a difference in Closure between restorative justice and traditional student conduct
processes?
H6: Students who participate in restorative justice practices experience a difference in Closure
compared to students who participate in traditional student conduct processes as indicated by the
STARR instrument.
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Participants
The data collected for this research involve one sample group. The survey data used in
this study are archival data collected during the 2011-2012 academic year. The sample group
represents student offenders at a Christian college or university who violated the code of conduct
and took responsibility for their actions. All data gathered and used in this study meet the same
criterion regardless of treatment. The criterion for participants to be involved in this study is that
the participants violated the code of conduct and the participants took responsibility for their
actions. Specifically, if an offender was confronted and acknowledged that he/she violated the
code of conduct it constituted responsibility.
This Student Conduct Office gathered data for restorative justice cases in participation
with the STARR project. The administration instructed student conduct officers to do as many
cases as possible using the new restorative justice model in order to provide data to the research
project. Once the data collection period for the STARR project had closed the administration
decided that it should collect traditional student conduct process data as well and began to gather
data from cases which did not go to restorative justice. Cases were purposely routed by conduct
officers into a restorative justice model unless students refused to take responsibility for their
actions. Students who refused to take responsibility were routed to the traditional student
conduct process that had been previously practiced at the institution. Some student conduct
cases went to traditional student conduct processes instead of restorative justice processes
because there was not sufficient time to complete a restorative justice process before a semester
break (i.e., Thanksgiving, Fall break, Christmas break, Spring break, or Summer break). These
cases were also routed towards the traditional student conduct process even though they could
have been successful restorative justice cases. The data from the traditional student conduct
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process cases involving students who would not take responsibility were not used for this
process.
Sixty-four participants went through a restorative justice process and voluntarily
completed the survey instrument. Forty-eight participants went through a traditional student
conduct process and voluntarily completed the survey instrument. Twelve of the 48 participants
from the traditional student conduct processes had to be dropped from this study because they
did not meet one of the criteria required to be involved in this study. From these 12 cases the
participants were either found not responsible for violating the code of conduct or did not take
responsibility for their actions. As a result of removing the data from these 12 cases there are 36
traditional student conduct process cases remaining to be used as part of this study that meet both
of the criteria.
Using student conduct terminology the participants who completed the research
instrument are called offenders as they were the students who caused the harm to the community.
This data set indicates that there were more participants who were assessed through the
restorative justice process than the traditional student conduct process. The data set shows that
overall for restorative justice processes 28.1% of participants were freshman, 31.3% were
sophomores, 20.3% were juniors, 18.8% were seniors and 1.6% did not respond. For traditional
student conduct processes the classifications of participants was 52.8% freshman, 30.6%
sophomores, 11.1% juniors and 5.6% seniors. The age dispersion is indicative of the
classification demographic.
The STARR survey collected data for participant race. The findings for this demographic
variable indicates that the participants of this study were largely Caucasian. Participants were
largely Caucasian in both treatments. For the entire study 57% of the participants were
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Caucasian, 18% were Black or African American, 7% were American Indian or Alaska Native,
4% were Asian, 4% were Native Hawaiian and other Pacific Islander, 9% selected other and 1%
did not make a selection.
Ethnicity data were also collected from the STARR survey tool. A general overview of
student conduct process participants revealed that 77% of respondents were non-Hispanic, 6%
were Hispanic and 17% did not respond to the ethnicity question. For students who participated
in restorative justice processes 3% were Hispanic, 83% were non-Hispanic and 14% did not
respond. For students who participated in traditional student conduct processes 11% were
Hispanic, 67% were non-Hispanic and 22% did not respond.
An important consideration for discussion pertaining to the participants involved in this
study is the fact that they have chosen to attend a Christian institution of higher education.
Students participating in this study may have a greater proclivity to engage in discussion about
their moral wrongdoing because of their interest in spiritual matters. In a study on Christian
college students and vocation, Feenstra and Brouwer (2008) wrote that, “Christian colleges and
universities generally strive to provide an environment which nurtures religious exploration and
spiritual development” (p. 83). This is not to say that non-Christian colleges promote an
environment completely devoid of spirituality.
Setting
The coordinators of the STARR project analyzed the data for statistical significance in
student development outcomes between restorative justice practices and traditional disciplinary
practices (Karp & Sacks, in press) from a wide range of colleges. This study narrows the scope
to analyze how these outcomes particularly apply in a faith-based setting such as the Christian
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university selected for this study. This study reproduces factors of the study conducted by the
STARR project in a Christian university.
The Christian university that is the setting for this study contains a residential student
population of close to 12,500 students. The Christian university includes an easily accessible
doctrinal statement as a key distinctive which boldly announces its faith-based association.
Geographically the site for this study takes place in a mid-Atlantic state. Demographically the
setting for this study is incredibly diverse because of the various nationalities in attendance. The
population attending the research site represents all fifty of the United States as well as over
seventy countries. Becoming more specific in setting description, the disciplinary processes take
place in the Student Conduct area located organizationally beneath the direction of the Dean of
Students in the Dean of Students Office Suite.
At the time that the data for this project were gathered the Dean of Students Office
utilized several physical locations for disciplinary procedures. The interview settings include a
large conference room, a small conference room as well as the individual offices of the Student
Conduct Officers. Traditional cases regularly take place within Student Conduct Officers’
individual offices because traditional discipline is offender-based and thus does not require a
larger meeting space such as a conference room. Restorative justice cases involve a more
holistic view of the offense and require participation by as many stakeholders as possible (Karp
& Conrad, 2005).
Instrumentation
David Karp and his team designed an instrument through the STARR program to analyze
the student development outcomes in traditional student conduct processes and restorative justice
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processes (Karp & Sacks, in press). In order to secure an instrument already validated this
researcher has secured the permission of Dr. Karp to utilize this same instrument.
According to Karp and Sacks (in press) the instrument was designed to generate data
relating to six student development outcomes. The six student development outcomes are Just
Community/Self Authorship, Active Accountability, Interpersonal Competence, Social Ties to
the Institution, Procedural Fairness and Closure. Each participant answers questions specifically
assigned to each subscale. Each participant answers questions on a four point Likert scale.
When responses to subscales are combined to measure the subscale score for just
community/self-authorship, interpersonal competence, and procedural fairness can score between
four and sixteen. When responses to subscales are combined to measure the subscale score for
active accountability, social ties to the institution and closure can score between three and
twelve.
The following figure presents the breakdown of questions by student learning outcome
for the STARR project (Karp & Sacks, in press). The following figure also includes the
Cronbach alpha score for each subscale. The just community/self-authorship subscale has a
Cronbach alpha score of .79. The active accountability subscale has a Cronbach alpha score of
.71. The interpersonal competence subscale has a Cronbach alpha score of .75. The social ties
to the institutions subscale has a Cronbach alpha score of .76. The procedural fairness subscale
has a Cronbach alpha score of .74. The closure subscale has a Cronbach alpha score of .87.
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Figure 1:

(Karp & Sacks, in press, p. 14)
Before launching into conducting the independent t-tests for the subscales it is necessary
to assess the internal-consistency reliability of the subscales for this study. The justcommunity/self-authorship subscale was found to be reliable (4 items; α = .73). Cronbach’s
alpha for active accountability subscale including 3 items was .75. Interpersonal competence
was analyzed with Cronbach’s alpha it proved to be reliable (4 items; α = .75). The social ties to
the university subscale was found to be the least reliable of all the scales analyzed (3 items; α =
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.60). The procedural fairness subscale was found to be reliable (4 items; α = .71). The closure
scale was found to be have the highest reliability score of all the subscales (3 items; α = .85).
Procedures
The data gathering process began by the student committing a violation of the code of
conduct severe enough to be sent to student conduct. Violations referred to student conduct
include, but are not limited to, vandalism, obscene/profane/abusive language or behavior,
possession/consumption of alcohol, stealing or the possession of stolen property and others. The
code of conduct at the chosen site includes violations common in moral codes at institutions of
higher education. By model code it is meant that sanctions are listed on a graduating scale
depending on the severity of violation with corresponding punitive sanctions (i.e., demerits,
reprimands, points, etc.). From a mid-range violation level, such as vandalism or profanity, all
the way up to stealing or alcohol consumption, cases are referred to student conduct. Student
conduct cases are assigned based on a case load system to conduct officers who are trained
restorative justice facilitators and trained in administering the traditional student conduct
processes of the institution.
Host Institution Student Conduct Process
At the host institution, when the student conduct officer receives report of a student
violation they begin to gather all pertinent information regarding the incident. The information
gathering process includes meeting with any witnesses of the alleged behavior in order to
determine what actually occurred. An incident report is entered by the student conduct officer
into the software program which is used for case management. The student conduct officer then
initiates contact with the offender to make an appointment for a hearing. After the offender
makes an appointments and arrives at the student conduct officer the hearing takes place. The
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student conduct officer presents the information gathered pertaining to the incident along with
the originally reported information. The student then responds to the presented information and
is able to provide any new information pertaining to their alleged behavior.
The host college/university for this study maintains a student development focused
student conduct philosophy emphasizing a restorative ideology which reflects the faith-based
mission statement put in place at the institution. As such, student conduct officers are trained to
look for opportunities to not only develop offenders, but also to nurture a restorative response.
As Feenstra and Brouwer (2008) wrote, faith-based universities and colleges look for ways to
develop spiritual development and religious exploration. The host institution is no exception to
this pursuit of spiritual development in students. Whether gathering data from restorative justice
processes for the STARR project or gathering data from traditional student conduct processes for
assessment processes, offender restoration remains a primary focus.
In both the restorative justice process and the traditional student conduct process the
student conduct officer assigned to the case takes the lead on conducting the initial student
conduct hearing with the offender. The student conduct officer assigned to the case is
responsible to gather all pertinent information relating to the case. Regardless of whether the
offender participates in a restorative justice process or a traditional student conduct process the
assigned student conduct officer acts as lead for the entire process. The student conduct officer
also utilizes the support of administrative staff assigned to the student conduct office. In cases
which include the possibility of administrative withdrawal there is a conduct officer review
process that takes place.
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Host Institution Restorative Justice Process
In the restorative justice process the student conduct officer would focus on preconferencing the harmed party(s), the victim(s), and affected community member(s). The
restorative justice coordinator would assist with scheduling the restorative justice conference.
When the restorative justice process has been scheduled, the restorative justice conference
process as described in chapter two would take place. The follow up to the restorative justice
agreement would be conducted by the student conduct officer initially assigned to the case.
For this study the restorative justice method utilized was restorative justice conferencing,
not because one method is better than another but because one method had to be chosen to
maintain uniformity in execution of the process. Throughout the restorative justice process the
student conduct officer originally assigned to the case acts as hearing officer and as facilitator for
the restorative justice process. The student conduct officer would ensure all necessary
administrative tasks would be accomplished before concluding the process. Following the
restorative justice conference the students are provided an opportunity to voluntarily participate
in the completion of the research instrument.
Host Institution Traditional Student Conduct Process
Following the initial hearing, the offender in the traditional student conduct process
would participate in a follow up meeting with the originally assigned conduct officer to be
informed of the sanctions assigned in accordance with the code of conduct. The follow up
meeting involves the student conduct officer and the offender. While the offender’s relationship
with the community and specifically the victim may be addressed in conversation, there are no
reparative steps mandated, beyond financial restitution when necessary. As part of the
traditional student conduct process the offender may participate in disciplinary community
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service, may pay fines, and/or may take part in educational/developmental programming
depending on what sanctions are stated in the code of conduct for the offense in question. The
student conduct officer would ensure all necessary administrative tasks would be accomplished
before concluding the process. At the conclusion of the follow up meeting the students are
provided an opportunity to voluntarily participate in the completion of the research instrument.
A key component at the host institution throughout the entire traditional student conduct
process is discussion surrounding faith-based topics. As the student conduct officers work at a
private, Christian institution they engage students in thought provoking dialogue including the
offenders’ belief systems and worldviews. As mentioned earlier, even in the traditional student
conduct processes there is emphasis on restorative language that is intuitive with a Christian
worldview.
Host Institution Disciplinary Actions
The end result of the two student conduct processes examined in this study are
significantly different. For restorative justice process the actions taken by the offender as the
result of the process are specifically formulated by those in attendance at the restorative justice
conference to repair harm, restore trust and to offer the community some assurance that the
offense won’t be repeated by the offender.
For a violation such as stealing, possible actions taken by the offender could include
financial reparation, apology letter(s), a community service project, and participation in a
campus-wide security awareness program. For a violation such as the consumption of alcohol
the offender might agree to participate in a substance abuse education program, apology letter(s),
financial reparation for any damage caused, publically addressing a portion of the community
that may have been impacted indirectly by the offender(s) and other actions. For this study, due
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to the small sample size, specific cases and specific outcomes have not been mentioned to protect
the identity of those who participated in student conduct processes at the host institution. The
disciplinary actions mentioned to this point are representative of the types of actions placed in
restorative justice agreements at the host institution.
The disciplinary actions for the traditional student conduct processes are dictated
specifically by the stated outcomes in the institutional code of conduct. The code of conduct at
the host institution categorizes student conduct issues by level of severity. More severe
violations of the code of conduct can result in a sizeable fine, disciplinary community service
hours and participation in one (or more) of several programs conducted by the student conduct
office to address educational/developmental issues. Less severe violations of the code of
conduct handled by student conduct can care a less sizeable fine, a lesser amount of disciplinary
community service hours and participation in one (or more) of several programs conducted by
the student conduct office to address educational/developmental issues.
Data Analysis Procedure
The data analysis procedure began with requesting IRB approval from the Christian
university chosen for the study. The IRB at this institution was the only entity from which
approval was sought as it was also the institution who conducted the Restorative Justice research.
The Christian university chosen for this study participated with the STARR project by
conducting restorative justice processes and submitting the data for the study (Karp & Sacks, in
press). The STARR project under Dr. David Karp (2012) agreed to share the restorative justice
data from the chosen Christian institution of higher education to aid in their Student Conduct
assessment. The traditional student conduct practice cases evaluated by the host institution were
not submitted to the STARR project as they were collected after the case collection deadline for
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the STARR project. Permission to use the traditional student conduct process data was obtained
from the student affairs division at the host university. The Institutional Review Board (IRB) at
the host institution gave approval to proceed with this study on 2/14/2014.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS
Introduction
The purpose of this quantitative study is to determine if there is a difference in student
development outcomes for the participants who experienced restorative justice processes and the
participants who experienced a traditional student conduct process. Data were gathered from 100
participants who went through student conduct processes at a Christian university. Sixty four
participants took part in restorative justice processes. Thirty six participants took part in
traditional student conduct processes. The data analyzed were stripped of all identifying markers
to ensure the anonymity of the participants.
In order to begin analysis of the data the issue of missing data first must be addressed. Of
the total 2200 responses from all participants over all questions, 80 were selected as “not sure/not
applicable.” These 80 responses bring no intrinsic value to this study as this data cannot be
scored with the Likert scale responses. There is no clearly definable reason as to why this option
was chosen and as such the data are missing at random. The participants are able to select this
response when they are not sure of how they would score the question or if they think the
question is not applicable to their case. The STARR survey does not provide the participants
with the option to choose that they are not sure or they simply do not think the question is
applicable. This dichotomy poses a problem in analysis as the choice between not sure and not
applicable could be made for entirely different reasons. If the participant would have been able
to select either option the responses could not have been considered missing. As is, the reasons
why the participants selected not “sure/not applicable” are undefinable.
Another reason the not applicable/not sure responses have been treated as missing is
because if the student conduct process participant did not have an interaction with campus safety
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officers then they would be unable to answer the question that asks if they have a greater
appreciation for campus safety officers. Because all identifying information has been scrubbed
from the data there is no way to know at the time of the data analysis why the “not applicable/not
sure” response was selected. The “not applicable/not sure” response may or may not have been
selected because of a variable’s content. There is no observable pattern to explain why these
questions were not answered. With the inability to discern this factor, the “not sure/not
applicable” responses were considered ignorable (Sterner, 2011).
Listwise deletion was considered as a method for handling non-responses but that would
involve deleting all data from each participant who answered “not sure/not applicable.” Deleting
unit responses would make the sample size too small for study. Bartlett (2010) wrote,
“Imputation is the more advantageous technique when (a) the missings are not random, (b) the
missings represent a large proportion of the data set, or (c) the data set is small or otherwise
precious” (p. 85). Given that the data set in this study is relatively small it is beneficial to
employ imputation to fill in the missing values.
Other researchers have stated that if the total missing values are less than 5% of total
responses a single imputation method can be used. In this study, 100 participants offered
responses to 22 non-demographic questions resulting in potential for 2200 total responses. A
review of the responses reveals that 80 responses were answered “not sure/not applicable” for no
discernable reason. The data collected also shows that there were 13 responses left completely
blank by participants. All responses counted as missing were missing at random as they were
not missing depending on any other variable. With a total of 93 responses missing at random out
of 2200 possible responses the percentage of missing information is 4.2%. Chin and Lee (1996)
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wrote that, “Single imputation is relatively simple and straightforward and may be reasonable
when the fraction of missing data is small (e.g., less than 5%)” (p. 311).
For this study the SPSS 21 statistics engine was employed for analysis. The SPSS 21
version available for use did not have the missing values add-on component. Without having the
missing values add-on component for SPSS 21 it was impossible to employ multiple imputation
to replace missing data. While single imputation is not a popular method for imputing values to
missing data, linear interpolation has shown some reliability (Çokluk & Kayri, 2011). Çokluk
and Kayri (2011) conducted a study comparing missing value replacement methods available in
SPSS without the multiple imputation function. The authors (2011) wrote that, “The condition
where the lowest variance was explained was the ‘Linear Interpolation’ condition” (p.307). The
authors did state in their findings that imputation using the available SPSS methods did result in
decreases in both explained variance and reliability criteria overall.
Chi-square Analysis
Each demographic variable was analyzed utilizing a chi-square analysis. This analysis is
conducted in order to determine if participation in type of student conduct process varied
systematically as a function of certain independent variables (Chi Square, 2008). If the chisquare score is p ≤ 0.05 one must be more cautions with generalizations because of confounding;
group differences could be attributed to certain demographic variables rather than type of
discipline. It is important to note that the participants for this study were students who violated
the code of conduct at a Christian university. It is not possible to accurately predict which
students are going to violate the code of conduct. The participants for this study participated
because they went through the code of conduct process at the host institution, they were not
selected randomly from the general student population.
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The observed frequency of each gender involved in student conduct processes did not
differ significantly from what would be expected from a theoretically fair sampling. A chisquare test was performed and no relationship was found between gender and student conduct
practices, χ2 (1, N = 99) = .055, p = .81.
The observed frequency of each classification involved in student conduct processes did
not differ significantly from what would be expected from a theoretically fair sampling. A chisquare test was performed and no statistically significant relationship was found between
classification and student conduct processes, χ2 (3, N = 99) = 7.761, p = .051.
A chi-square analysis was also conducted for race. However, in examining the
descriptive statistics for race there are several cells that have a value less than 5. This is
problematic for the chi-square analysis as each cell in the calculation should have at least a value
of 5. In order to continue with the chi-square analysis it is necessary to combine values from
American Indian or Alaska native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and other Pacific Islander, and Other.
A chi-square test was performed and no relationship was found between race and student
conduct practices, χ2(2, N = 99) = 0.09, p = 0.956.
The survey tool included a question to student conduct process participants regarding
their ethnicity. A chi-square test was performed and no relationship was found between ethnicity
and student conduct practices, χ2(2, N = 99) = 3.138, p = 0.077.
Independent t-test
Just community/Self-authorship
Students who participated in student conduct processes in this study were asked four
specific questions designed by Karp and Sacks (in press) to measure student development in the
area of just community/self-authorship. Students who participated in restorative justice
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processes had higher scores (M = 14.89, SD = 1.634) than those who participated in traditional
student conduct processes (M = 13.64, SD = 1.900). The difference of means between
restorative justice processes and traditional student conduct processes was statistically
significant, t(98) = 3.466, p = .001. According to Cohen’s (1988) standards the effect size was
medium.
Table 1
Subscale 1 – Mean, Standard Deviation, t-value, Cohen’s d, p-value
Treatment

M

SD

t-value

Cohen’s d

p-value

RJ

14.89

1.634

3.466

0.705

0.001

Trad

13.64

1.900

Active Accountability
Students who participated in student conduct processes in this study were asked three
specific questions designed by Karp and Sacks (in press) to measure student development in the
area of active accountability. Students who participated in restorative justice processes had
statistically significantly higher scores (M = 10.88, SD = 1.548) than those who participated in
traditional student conduct processes (M = 9.92, SD = 1.857), t(98) = 2.762, p = .007.
According to Cohen’s (1988) standards the effect size was medium.
Table 2
Subscale 2 – Mean, Standard Deviation, t-value, Cohen’s d, p-value
Treatment

M

SD

t-value

Cohen’s d

p-value

RJ

10.88

1.548

2.762

0.562

0.007

Trad

9.92

1.857
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Interpersonal Competence
Students who participated in student conduct processes in this study were asked four
specific questions designed by Karp and Sacks (in press) to measure student development in the
area of interpersonal competence. In analyzing this subscale with the independent samples t-test
the Levene measurement was significant (Levene’s p = .002). For this variable the p value for
equal variances not assumed has been presented. Students who participated in restorative justice
processes had statistically significantly higher scores (M = 14.61, SD = 1.549) than those who
participated in traditional student conduct processes (M = 12.72, SD = 3.029), t(45.509) = 3.490,
p = .001. According to Cohen’s (1988) standards there is a medium-to-large effect size.
Table 3
Subscale 3 – Mean, Standard Deviation, t-value, Cohen’s d, p-value
Treatment

M

SD

RJ

14.61

1.549

Trad

12.72

3.029

t-value

Cohen’s d

p-value

4.126

0.786

0.001

Social Ties to the Institution
Students who participated in student conduct processes in this study were asked three
specific questions designed by Karp and Sacks (in press) to measure student development in the
area of social ties to the institution. Students who participated in restorative justice processes
had statistically significantly higher scores (M = 11.20, SD = 1.311) than those who participated
in traditional student conduct processes (M = 10.47, SD = 1.558), t(98) = 2.498, p = .014.
Cohen’s (1988) standards of effect size classify this as a medium effect.
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Table 4
Subscale 4 – Mean, Standard Deviation, t-value, Cohen’s d, p-value
M

SD

t-value

Cohen’s d

p-value

RJ

11.20

1.311

2.498

0.507

0.014

Trad

10.47

1.558

Procedural Fairness
Students who participated in student conduct processes in this study were asked four
specific questions designed by Karp and Sacks (in press) to measure student development in the
area of procedural fairness. Students who participated in restorative justice processes had higher
scores (M = 14.47, SD = 1.960) than those who participated in traditional student conduct
processes (M = 13.78, SD = 1.884). Although students who participated in restorative justice
processes had higher means scores, the difference between those scores and traditional student
conduct process scores was not significant t(98) = 1.716, p = .089.
Table 5
Subscale 5 – Mean, Standard Deviation, t-value, Cohen’s d, p-value
M

SD

t-value

Cohen’s d

p-value

RJ

14.47

1.960

1.716

0.359

0.089

Trad

13.78

1.884

Closure
Students who participated in student conduct processes in this study were asked three
specific questions designed by Karp and Sacks (in press) to measure student development in the
area of just community/self-authorship. In analyzing this subscale with the independent samples
t-test the Levene measurement is significant (Levene’s p = .008). For this variable the p value
for equal variances not assumed has been presented. Students who participated in restorative
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justice processes had statistically significantly higher scores (M = 10.98, SD = 1.657) than those
who participated in traditional student conduct processes (M = 9.50, SD = 2.384), t(54.369) =
3.312, p = .002. According to Cohen’s (1988) standards there is a medium effect size.
Table 6
Subscale 6 – Mean, Standard Deviation, t-value, Cohen’s d, p-value
M

SD

t-value

Cohen’s d

p-value

RJ

10.98

1.657

3.657

0.721

0.002

Trad

9.50

2.384
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION
Introduction
Chapter 4 of this work included a compilation of analyses designed to determine if there
is a difference in outcomes between restorative justice processes and traditional student conduct
processes for the six subscales described. A chi-square test of independence was conducted.
Once the chi-square test was completed and the Cronbach’s alpha analysis was completed
independent t-tests were conducted for each sub-scale item to see if a statistically significant
difference existed between the two student conduct processes. This chapter includes a summary
of the findings, a discussion of the findings, an outline of the study limitations, an implications
section and recommendations for future research.
Findings: Chi-square Analysis
Why conduct a chi-square analysis in this study? It must be considered as to whether the
groups were equal at the outset and differences were due to confounding subject variables and
whether the sample of participants in this study would represent the general population. The chisquare test of independence allows researchers to determine if there is a statistically significant
relationship between two categorical variables. If the p ≤ .05 for the chi-square then the
generalization can be made that the participants in the study are less likely to represent the
population at large. The chi-square analysis for this study revealed that the groups do not vary
systematically as a function of any of the demographic variables. In other words, the treatment
groups were equal for gender, classification, race or ethnicity at the outset of the study.
Findings, Discussion and Implications
The final analysis conducted for this study was a series of independent t-tests. The
purpose of this analysis is to compare the mean scores of the subscales in order to determine if
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the difference between the two treatments is statistically significant. For this study there were
six research questions to be considered regarding six subscales: just community/self-authorship,
active accountability, interpersonal competence, social ties to the institution, procedural fairness
and closure. Each subscale contains between three and four items. The following summary
discusses the findings for each subscale with the scores of their respective items. This summary
addresses each research question that guided this study as there was a research question for each
subscale. It should be noted that for each item from each subscale, participants from restorative
justice presented a higher average mean across the board than the participants in traditional
student conduct processes. Not all of the differences between the means of the items were
statistically significant.
Research Question One
The first research question asked, Is there a difference in Just Community/Self
Authorship between restorative justice and traditional student conduct processes? For the
subscale pertaining to just community/self-authorship the t-test revealed p ≤ .05. This means that
there is a statistically significant difference between the two treatments.
The subscale measuring just community/self-authorship in this study is meant to
determine the level at which participants in restorative justice and traditional student conduct
processes felt that they were given a voice within their student conduct process (Karp & Allena,
2004). This subscale also measures to what extent participants were given the opportunity to
make decisions dealing with their own behavior relative to their personal development
(Pizzolato, 2004).
The hypothesis for the first research question stated that students who participate in
restorative justice practices experience a difference in Just Community/Self Authorship
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compared to students who participated in traditional student conduct processes as indicated by
the STARR instrument. Students who went through restorative justice processes reported a
higher degree of just community/self-authorship than students who went through traditional
student conduct processes.
Research Question Two
The second research question asked, Is there a difference in active accountability between
restorative justice and traditional student conduct processes? For the subscale pertaining to
active accountability the t-test revealed p ≤ .05. This means that there is a statistically significant
difference in active accountability between the two treatments.
Active accountability is the subscale which focuses on the degree to which the
participants take responsibility for their actions and participate in formulating a strategy to
address the harm caused (Karp & Sacks, in press). The questions for this subscale focus on to
what extent the participants feel that harm was repaired, that larger social issues were addressed,
and how much they took responsibility for the consequences of their actions. The questions
asked pertaining to active accountability cause the offender to consider the effects of their
actions on others.
The hypothesis for the second research question stated that students who participate in
restorative justice practices experience a difference in Active Accountability compared to
students who participate in traditional student conduct processes as indicated by the STARR
instrument during this study. Students who went through restorative justice processes reported a
higher degree of active accountability than students who went through traditional student
conduct processes.
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Research Question Three
The third research question asked, Is there a difference in interpersonal competence
between restorative justice and traditional student conduct processes? For the subscale
pertaining to active accountability the t-test revealed p ≤ .05. This means that there is a
statistically significant difference in interpersonal competence between the two treatments.
The questions pertaining to this subscale asked the participants to consider how much the
process helped them understand the view of those affected, to what extent apologies were given
and offered, and to what extent the participant was comfortable with seeing affected parties on
campus. Each of these questions were developed by Karp and Sacks (in press) to assess
students’ self-perception of how they are able to interact with the affected parties. This is an
important concept because after a student conduct process is completed both offender and victim
may have a chance of future interaction as community members if the offender is retained.
Interpersonal competence is a key component to emotional intelligence (Feldman et al.,
2011). Student development professionals are constantly seeking to develop students holistically
and emotional development is definitely a part of this pursuit (Evans et al., 1998). Chickering
(1993) includes developing competence in his seven vectors of student development.
Chickering’s model addresses student development at a holistic level to include emotional
development.
The hypothesis associated with the third research question proposes that students who
participate in restorative justice practices experience a difference in Interpersonal Competence
compared to students who participate in traditional student conduct processes as indicated by the
STARR instrument. Students who went through restorative justice processes reported a higher
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degree of interpersonal competence than students who went through traditional student conduct
processes.
Research Question Four
The fourth research question guiding this study asked, Is there a difference in social ties
to the institution between restorative justice and traditional student conduct processes? For the
subscale pertaining to social ties to the institution the t-test revealed p ≤ .05. This means that
there is a statistically significant difference in social ties to the institution between the two
treatments.
The questions in the subscale for social ties to the institution asked the participants how
much the process helped them understand their responsibilities as members of the community.
The questions specifically challenge participants on how they interacted with components of the
community such as student conduct administrators and campus safety officers. This is an
important piece because it addresses a concern raised by Dannells (1997) and Gehring (2001)
who stated that legalistic student conduct processes can cause an adversarial environment.
The hypothesis for research question four stated that students who participate in
restorative justice practices experience a difference in social ties to the institution compared to
students who participate in traditional student conduct processes as indicated by the STARR
instrument. Students who went through restorative justice processes reported a higher degree of
social ties to the institution than students who went through traditional student conduct
processes.
Research Question Five
The fifth research question that guided this study asked, is there a difference in
procedural fairness between restorative justice and traditional student conduct processes? For
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the subscale pertaining to active accountability the t-test revealed p > .05. There is no
statistically significant difference in procedural fairness between the two treatments.
The result of this analysis does not necessarily imply that both processes have equality
in procedural fairness. At the host institution participants indicated there’s not a statistically
significant difference between restorative justice processes and traditional student conduct
processes for procedural fairness.
The hypothesis for research question five stated that, students who participate in
restorative justice practices experience a difference in Procedural Fairness compared to students
who participate in traditional student conduct processes as indicated by the STARR instrument.
Students who went through restorative justice processes did not report a statistically significantly
different degree of social ties to the institution than students who went through traditional student
conduct processes.
Research Question Six
The sixth research question that guided this study asked, is there a difference in Closure
between restorative justice and traditional student conduct processes? For the subscale
pertaining closure the t-test revealed p ≤ .05. This means that there is a statistically significant
difference between the two treatments.
Bandes (2009) defined closure as the following, “Closure has also come to stand for the
constellation of feelings -- peace, relief, a sense of justice, the ability to move on -- that comes
with finality” (p. 2). Upon conclusion of the student conduct process both victim and offender
need to be able to focus on their academic success. It is a logical process for a higher education
professional. If students violate the code of conduct they have to deal with the process that has
been put in place at the institution that they attend. While in that process at least some of their
93

attention and energy is diverted from their primary purpose. If the student conduct process ends
with no closure there is a chance that it could continue to draw attention away from academic
pursuits. The need for closure extends beyond the emotional benefits to the academics which are
the very reason students attend institutions of higher learning.
The hypothesis for research question six states, students who participate in restorative
justice practices experience a difference in Closure compared to students who participate in
traditional student conduct processes as indicated by the STARR instrument. Students who went
through restorative justice processes reported a higher degree of closure than students who went
through traditional student conduct processes.
Assumptions and Limitations
This study into restorative justice in Christian higher education has a limitation in that
there are no other Christian schools that collected data on their restorative justice cases. This is a
limitation to this study because it affects the size of the sampling. Of the Christian institutions
that did participate in the STARR there were few returns on restorative justice data besides the
host institution for this study. There is a considerable gap in both literature and data for
restorative justice in Christian higher education. Because of the absence of literature and data,
this research becomes even more vital to the development and expansion of the field. In real
world application, limitations are a reality that must be dealt with in order to conduct exploratory
work.
Another limitation for this study is the research design. While an argument can be
presented for the randomness of which students commit code of conduct violations, it remains a
truth one cannot predict which student will violate the code of conduct and so participants cannot
be randomly selected. At the time the data was collected for this study the Christian university
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that served as the site for data collection was operating a hybrid of restorative justice processes
and traditional disciplinary methods.
With no pre-test and with participants selected not at random, the only research design
which can be used is static-group comparison design utilizing independent t-tests. Gall, Gall &
Borg (2007) stated that, “The static-group comparison design produces an inherently weak
experiment” (p. 416). In order to address the limitations of the research design this study utilized
chi-square analysis to test for independence between observed values and theoretically expected
values. The group membership did not vary systematically based on any of the demographic
variables.
One assumption made in this study is that students are being honest and forthcoming in
their responses. In a study that focuses on student development in a student conduct setting one
must wonder at the validity of the responses from students who make a choice to violate an
institution’s code of conduct. In many cases students violate codes of conduct because they
make a mistake but are not habitually in the practice of compromising their integrity. In another
perspective one could perceive a conduct violation as an indicator of immaturity or dishonesty
and then could argue at the veracity of the survey responses. In order to combat the limitation
introduced through this assumption the surveys were issued at the end of the disciplinary process
to remove the temptation by participants to give the facilitators the answer they are “expecting”
in order to achieve a more favorable outcome.
A possible limitation for this study is that both the restorative justice processes and the
traditional student conduct processes employed at the host institution are operated within a faithbased worldview. It is because of this that this study focuses on student conduct processes in
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Christian higher education. Generalizations may not be applicable to non-faith based institutions
of higher learning that operate without a Christian worldview.
One must also account for the facilitators’ individuality in administering the RJ process.
Some of the facilitators were male, some were female, all were different ages and each had a
different undergraduate experience as well as life experience. This factor was controlled by
equipping each facilitator with a RJ handbook compiled from the trainings each received
including a script to guide the process.
Methodological and Practical Implications
The field of student conduct has recently witnessed a surge of ideology from practitioners
advancing the cause of restorative practices. The restorative practices go by a variety of different
names such as restorative justice, conflict coaching, victim-offender mediation, alternative
dispute resolution among others (Karp & Allena, 2004; Schrage & Giacomini, 2009). Writings
of restorative practices in higher education are just beginning to appear. It is evident that there is
a shift away from punitive disciplinary functions in higher education and an emerging emphasis
on re-education and restoration of students (Dannels, 1997).
From this work it is evident that restorative practices in general should be considered by
colleges and universities. This work is by no means definitive in presenting evidence that all
colleges and universities should immediately establish a restorative justice program identical to
the host institutions. However, there is evidence that adopting restorative practices would be
beneficial. In the current study student development outcomes between restorative justice
participants and traditional student conduct process participants indicated development in justcommunity/self-authorship, active accountability, interpersonal competence, social ties to the
institution and closure. In other words, this study indicates that participants in restorative justice
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processes report a higher degree of development in five of six outcomes compared to those who
participated in traditional student conduct processes. The study by Karp and Sacks (in press)
reflected similar findings when they wrote, “We consistently found that restorative justice
practices have a greater impact on student learning than model code hearings” (p. 19). The
information presented by these two studies provide evidence that student development
professionals should consider restorative justice processes as a viable replacement, or
accompaniment, for traditional student conduct processes.
Recommendations for Future Research
There is plenty of ground left to be broken in researching the phenomenon of restorative
justice in higher education. There plenty of opportunities in Christian higher education for
advances in student development as a social science. There are multiple ideas for future
research. One recommendation for future research would be for the host institution to continue
to gather data using the STARR survey tool so that eventually a longitudinal study could occur.
It would be fascinating to see how the host institution’s restorative justice outcomes evolve over
time. This study would raise many questions such as, do student conduct offenders’ responses
change over time as the campus population (administrators, safety officers, students) becomes
more accustomed to the restorative justice process?
Another recommendation for future study would be for this study to be conducted on a
larger sampling of Christian colleges and universities. As restorative practices are developed
further in Christian higher education it will become easier to identify other Christian institutions
that implement restorative practices. If a researcher could identify other Christian institutions
implementing restorative practices and enlist them in gathering data a much more comprehensive
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study could be conducted. A more comprehensive study would be more generalizable and have
increased relevance to the field at large.
Another recommendation for future study would be to ask the question of how restorative
justice practices in colleges and universities impacts practitioner burn-out. Mercer (1996) wrote
that,
The campus administrator charged with responsibility for campus discipline . . . operates
as a performer on a tightrope, stealthily approaching each step of a difficult process with
precision and grace. While the purpose of realizing the education goals of the student
remains constantly in sight. . . . (p. 116).
This study would possibly assist in extending the careers of those student development
practitioners who find themselves stressed by constantly dealing with conflict and a litigious
culture. If more experienced practitioners would remain in the field there would be countless
benefits for the training of new professionals.
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